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A 


Preface to the Reaves, 


Concerning 


TRITHEISM Chard, & 


Aſfty Births commonly are imperfeit : If fo, 1 have 

\ if reaſon to fear the Imperfettions of the following 

, Papers, which come out without the Second and 

moſt Eſſential Part, concerning the Unity of God, 

My diſtance from the Preſs denies me the Priviledge of 

Correfing one fingle Sheet with my own Eyes, or indeed of 
comparing them ſince their Printing, uw#th my own Copy. 

Since the Printing of more than half the following Papers, 

a Second Part of the 4nimadverſions came to my hands, under 

this Title, viz. Tritheiſm charged upon Dr. Sherlock's New 

> Notion of the Trinity, &c. By the Contents I preſently 
SN ſaw that the Animadverter had reſumed the Debate : I firſt 

" conſulted thoſe Places which I judged moſt nearly to concern” 
me, and fince read over the whole : I was ſorrowful that the 
Preſs was ſofar gone, and in ſo much haſte to finiſh by the end 
of this Term, that I could not add an Appendix to thoſe few 
things which the Animadverter has added : Flowever I was 
on the other hand pleaſed, that as yet I found no reaſon to 
recant one ſentence of what I had advanced in my Anſwer to 

\ the Animadverfions, 


The Debate betwixt the Reverend Dean and the Animad. 
wverter, as the Animadverter often ſtates it, is concerning the 
Truth of theſe Three Articles : Þ 

it. Whether Self-Conſciouſneſs be the formal reaſon of 
Perſonality in Finite and Infinite a4 ? | 


24y, 


ef > A. 
fd 


4 


; Tritheiſm, 
&c.p.150, 


J 


; Ho 
KE fey refly concerned in that part of the Diſpute : Though in my 


FOX 
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2dly. Whether Mutual-Confciouſneſs be the formal reaſon 
of Unity of Nature in the Divine Perſons ? 

z3dly. Whether the Three Druine Perfons may in an Ortho= 
dox Senſe be ſfliled Three Infinite Minds? 

The Animadverter refolves theſe Three Enquiries in the 
Negative , and charges the Afirmative upon the Reverend 
Dean. 

I agree with the Animadverter, that the two former ought 
to be reſolved Negatively. 

I further declare niy opinion, That the Reverend Dean never 
intended the Affirmative Solution of thiſe Queſtions , in a 
ftrift and rigoroas ſenſe of the Terms; ſo that [ am not di- 


Paſſage I could not forbear noting, 1\t.That this Aſſertion of the 
© Animadverter's,viz.That Self-Conſciouſneſs is a Perſonal A&, 


/ Three Abſolute Perſons, Three Abſolute Beings ; nay, accord- 


'ing to his Principles, that they have Three Abſolute Omni» 
ſeiencies or Divine Natures, and conſequently are Three Infi- 
nite Spirits, i» an higher ſenſe than ever the Reverend Dean 


T ob enarende - and this Conſequence I ſtill challenge him'to clear 
Cf Fi- that Aſertion from, if he can. 


Secondly, That the ſame Argument which himſelf calls a 
Demonſtration againſt what he ſuppoſed the Reverend Dean's 


| IT 3s 
31+ / 
of FR _Aſſertion, viz. That Self-Conſciouſneſs could not be the formal 


reaſon of Perſonality, becauſe it was a Perſonal At, was 
equally ſtrong againſt his own Hypotheſis, viz. That Poms aro 
was x formal reaſon of Perſonality in the Perſon of the Fa- 
ther ; and this ſtill ſtands unanſwered, and upon the Animad.- 
werter's Principles is, Tamſatisfied, unanſwerable. 

Thirdly, 7 diſcuſs at large that Philoſophical Queſtion , 
Whether the Soul is a Perſon > which I affirm, and leave him 
at his leiſure to overthrow if he can. As for that weak Ob- 
jettion, That then the Soul may be ſaid tobe Incarnate, let me 
tell bim, that this is an Heretical, Arian Senſe of this Term 

| Incarnate, 
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Incarnate, as if the WORD aſſumed only a Body, and not 
a Human Soul 3 this Term Incarnate fignifies both, 

Fourthly, 7 vindicate the Sacred Article of the Incarnas Ibid. chap. 
tion from the Socinian Objettions of the Animadverter , ** +: *c- 
| which, in terminis, he brings againſt the Perſonality of the 
| Soul only, But in reality overthrow the Perſonality of the 
| WORD, had they been of any force. 

_ Fifthly, 7 explain that Subtilty of the Schools, concerning See chap. 3. 
the Relativeneſs of the Divine Perſons ; and ſhew the Anj- 31+ 
madwerter's Miſtakes in this Article, the Novelty of this 
| Opinion, not aſſerted, as I verily believe, by any one ſingle Ec- 
| clefiaſtical Writer for more than a Thouſand Tears after 
| Chriſt ; and give, as I am fully ſatisfied , unanſwerable Argus 
ments againſt the Truth of it. 

Sixthly, 7 enquire into that Queſtion, Why the Divine See chap. 3; 
Perſons are Three and no more ; and give a juſt Solution of it n-5- © 

rom Revelation. 

Seventhly, [ diſcuſs that Tmportant and Fundamental En- See chap. 3. 
quiry in this Myſtery, viz. What it is which determines the 1. 6. &«- 
Singularity or Plurality of the Predication of any Attribute 
concerning the Divine Perſons 2 Where I firſt give the Predi- 
cations themſelves, which are to be ſolved, A very neceſſary 
matter to be known by all who pretend togive us an Hypotheſis 
to ſolve the Sacred Myſtery of the Trinity. [ To do otherwiſe, 
is to make a Key for a Lock, by the Key-hole only: Such a Key 
| is a mere (hew, "tis Ten thouſand to one that it never fits the 
| Wards : ] Secondly, I confider the Anſwers of the Schools, 
| and ſhew their Inſufficiency. Laſtly, 1 endeavour to grove the 
| true Solution my ſelf. 

It is wery weak to make an Outcry about a finale Phraſe, 
how unuſual ſoever, to charge it in the Title of a Book, with Y 
the odious name of Tricheiſm, and in a Preface to the Two 
Univerſities with Paganiſm, with being a New Chriſtianity : 
Determine the General (Queſtion firſt, and this latter concern- 
ing the Phraſe of Three _—_— Minds, will be ſolved of 


2 courſe. 


3 


- 
* 
2» 


- 


iv 


See chap. 6. 
N. 20. 


Chap. 4- n. 4+ 


Chap. 5. n. 
4, &*c: 
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Chap. 3. n. 2. courſe. [ * If Self-Conſciouſneſs be a Perſonal A, if the Term 


*Deus be a terminus communis], Both which the Animadverter 
has affirmed in expreſs Terms ; then I do here aver and engage 
to make grod againſt the Animadverter, that according to his 
own Principles, he cannot avoid the Charge of Tritheiſm, but 
he muſt at the ſame time clear that expreſſion of the Reverend 
Dean, of Taree Infinite Minds, from the ſame ſevere and un« 
juſt Charge : For ſo I am not afraid to call tt. 

The Three Divine Perſons may be orthodoxly ſliled Three 
Infinite Minds or Spirits. 

[ plead nit for the Ule, but the Octhodoxneſs of the Phraſe ; 
and this I prove, 

Firſt, From the Adjetive Form allowed by the Schools ; 
viz. Tres Infinitam Spiritualem naturam habentes. 

S:condly, From the Authority of the Learned Genebrard, 
to whom this Propofition, Tres ſunt Spiritus Fterni, quorum 
quilibet periſe Deus, zs, Propoſitio vera ac fide recepta ab 
Eccleſia Catholica omnibus temporibue. 

Thirdly, From the unanimous Opinion of the Ancient Fa- 
thers, That the Vnity of the Trinity was in their judgment a 
Specifick Unity : Where I vindicate the Teſtimony of Peta- 
vius and Dr. Cudworth, who have both pofitive!y aſſerted 
the thing ; as alſo the Opinion it ſelf, ſrom the weak Objedi- 
ons of the Animadverter. 

 Fourthly, from the Diſlinftion betwixt the Divine Perſons, 
which ts a True, Real, and not Modal Diſtinion ; a Diſtin{{ion 
of Three Beings, and not of One fimple Being, with, or under 
Three M-des. 

Fifthly, From the falſhoad of the Animadverter's Hypo- 
thefis, of One Being under Three Modes : For that there 
neither are, nor cau be any proper Modes in God, or in any 
Divine Perſon. Secondly, For that Three Modes are inſuf}- 
cient to explain the Doftrine of the Trinity ; that requiring 
Three Subjedts of Three Modes or Relations, 


pon 
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pon the whole I cannot ſee any neceſſity of Anſwering the 
Animadverter's Second Part, His Tritheiſm Charged, &c. 
What is material will be conſidered in my Second Part concern- 
ing the Article of the Unity of God : But if 1 find that others 
are of a different Opinion, or that the Animadverter himſelf 
would defire to ſee it anſwered, ſo far as it concerns my Hypo» 
theſis, Tamready to oblige him at a very ſhort warning. 

Nay further, to convince the Animadverter that it is Truth 
and not Vittory which I contend for, my Hypotheſis is, That 
the Divine Perſons are Three Diſtin& Beings: His, That 
they are only Three Modes of One Being. 7 give him free 
leave to chuſe any one Argument which he thinks the ſtrongeſt 
for his own Hypotheſis, and which is ſufficient for a determina- 
tion of this Controverſy ; and I faithfully promiſe him, That if 
I cannot ſatisfaftorily ſolve it to any unprejudiced Perſon, Twill 
mot only ſtop my Pen for the future, but openly and plainly 
Recant what I have already Publiſhed to the contrary. Errare 
poſſum, Hzrcticus efſe nolo : Which I ſpeak not to curry- 
favour with the Animadverter, in his own words, to creep un- 
der his feet, while I am Writing againſt him. 

1 freely acknowledge, That my Genius ( my Education, or 
my Negligence) never led me to Study Criticiſm in words, 
even in my native Language, leſs in the Learned Languages. 

I give him therefore not only the right hand as to theſe Ac- 
compliſhments, ( that would be a very poor praiſe) but allow 
him the Floncur the World gives to an Univerſity Orator, 
to Dr. S— th, whom moſt think near of Kin to the Ani» 
madverter. | 

But Humility is an excellent Ballaſt to great Accompliſh- 
ments : Non omnia polſumus omnes, 7s a Rule excepts very 
few, If the Author of the Animadverſions, and of Tritheiſm 
Charged, @&c. be the ſame, as I werily believe, the Ani- 
madverter's Criticiſm in Philoſophy, and mine in Philology, 
may be put in the balance together. 


The 


Tritheiſm, 
. &6. p.256. 
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The Socinian Hiſtorian has extravagantly commended thoſe 
"Animadverfions, and the Author of them, for his great Skill 
in the DoRrince of the Schools, particularly he doubts not that 
His Explication would be approved by moſt of the Chairs 
of our European Univerſities or Schools of Learning. 

"Tis dangerous to praiſe ſome Perſons, their Heads will no 
more bear it, than others can a Precipice. Our vain Animad- 
werter is for making a tryal, aud therefore dedicates his 
Tritheiſm, &c. to all the Profeſſors of both Univerſities ; 
he calls often and loud for a Decretum Oxonienſe 7x the 
Controverſy ; For a Theological Cenſure from both 
the Univerſitiesz For a Cenſure of the Church: Nay, 
threatens in the Book, a Publication of theſe Errors in a 
Learned Language, to obtain, without doubt, an approbation 
of His Accurate and Learned Works, from. the European 
World : To ſmooth his way, he had honoured Bellarmin with 
the Title of Orthodox and Unqueſtionably Learned, and com- 
pares the Defender to a profound Dotard, for excepting 
againſt Bellarmin's Orthodoxy in this Controverſy, Becauſe, 
forſooth, he was a Papiſt ; adding, ſurely the Romiſh Writers 
are as Orthodox about the Article of the Trinity, as any 
Proteſtant Writers whatſoever. That ſome of the Romiſh 
Writers are more Orthodox than ſome Proteſtant Writers in 
this Sacred Myſtery, cannot be denied ; particularly, I am not 
afraid to commend Genebrard and Petavius, even before 
Calvin and his Followers, who denied the Nicene Faith of 
God of God. But then 'tis as certain, that other Romi(h 
Writers took part with Calvin as to the Dodtrine, thourh the 
ſeverity of the Inquiſition tyed up their tongues, as Bellarmin 
bimſelf. - 

In a word, I never knew any one Popiſh Author, whom I 
have had the fortune to conſult, Orthodox in the Point of 
Chriſt's Mediatorſhip ; which bas a greater influence on the 
Orthodex Faith of this Myſtery, than is commonly confidered : 
But this will more properly fall in, when in my Second Part, 1 
come 
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come to treat of the Divine Worſhip paid to the Son and Fioly 
Ghoſt. I will at preſent only grove the Reader the words of 


the Learned Dr. Bull : [** Obiter notandum contra Bcllar- Defenſio Fi. 
* minum alioſque Pontificios, diferte affirmare Hilarium, AY 


* C quod & communiter docuille veteres liquet ) ſervatce 


* rem noſtrum etiam in legiſlatione & ante eoxprwny me- Pp. 432. 


« Jiatorem fuiſle; proinde non humanz tantum naturzx, 
* utpote quam nondum aſſumpſerat, reſpe&u mediatorem 
«eſſe; quod tamen iſti acriter contenderunt. 

'Tis no wonder, if the Animadverter, whoſe head is fo full 
of a Dzcretum Oxonienſe aud Cantabrigienſe i» his favour, 
who expedts a Complement from the Gentlemen at Lipfick 
who write the Tranſactions,zf not the Pope and Cardinals, to 
declare in favour of his 4nimadverſions as ſoon as they can croſs 
the Alps by his Learned Pen, to have the Orthodox enough 
in'theſe Points, and otherwiſe unqueſtionably Learned, re 
turned to himſelf from the Vatican : T ſay, 'tis no wonder, 
if, thus big with expeAation, he looks down with great con- 
tempt upon the already, in his thoughts , deſpiſed Dean of 
Sr. Paul's, and affords him no better Complements than theſe, 
profound Dotard, a Man of Words and not of Senſe, Sir 
Scorn and Ignorance, &c. If you have no Logick, have 
ſome Shame. Which laſt has a deadly ſting in it, coming 
eſpecially from a Perſon of ſo profound Fudgment in this Science, 
T will give the Reader one inſtance of it in his Tritheiſm 
Charged, &c. and ſo conclude this Epiſtle, which is already 
longer than I deſigned. 


Reading over the Contents in the Fifth Page [ found theſe 
very remarkable ones. | | 

[ © 4 Syllogiſm very Learnedly formed by this Defender for 
« his old Friends the Socinians, with Two Terms and no 
'* more. ] p. 229. | 

Bleſs me ! thought I, a Syllogiſm with Two Terms and no 


more, is a Triangle with two ſides only, or a Square with three. 
IT turned 


Vil 


Tritheiſm, 
&c. p.229, 


Ibid. 


Tothe READER. 


I turned over with great ſpeed top. 229. where in the front of 
the Page, inItalick Characters, I found this innocent Syllogiſm. 

[ * Three Diſtinit Infinite Intelligent Perſons are Three 
« Gods. ] 264 | 8 oe 

« But goed and therefore 
&© there are not Three Diſtinit Infinite Intelligent Perſons in 
«* the Godbead. ; pos 

The Major of this Propeſition is falſe; but what other fault 
to find with it, was paſt my Skill in Logick ; 1 therefore con- 
ſulted the Animadverter in the following words. 

[© In which Syllogiſm we have theſe two Terms, viz. 
« | Three Diſtin Infinite Intelligent Perſons ] and [ Three 
« Diſtin& Gods. ] But as for the third Term, I defire this 
« Author to ſhew it me, for muſt confeſs, I cannot find 
*M. | | 

Alas ! Who can belp the Animadverter's Blindneſs ; the 
Reverend Dean's Son at the Univerſity, The meaneſt So- 
phiſter of a years ſtanding ( i» the Animadverter's own 
words ), could have ſolved this riddle for this profound Logi- 
cian and Philoſopher. 

In all Syllogiſms there is a Mjor, and Minor, and Me- 
dius Terminus. 7Ut is clear that | Three Diſtin&t Gods ] 
is the middle Term as not entring the Concluſion. So that if 
any Term be wanting, it muſt either be the Major, or Minor 


erminus, that is, either the Predicate, or Subjett of the 


Concluſtoy. 

Now let me ask this great Logician, Can there be a Conclu- 
fion, a Propoſition, ( as this is) without a Subjeft and Pre- 
dicate 2 that is, in other words, Can there be an Afirmati- 
ou, and nothing affirmed ; a Negation, and mthing denied 2 
Can there be a Propoſition of 'one Term? Canthere be a Term 
and Copula, and yet nothing coupled 2 | Will not that be a 
Marriage of a Man to himſelf 2 ] Is there any thing denied 
of Three Diftinit,- Infinite, Intelligent Perſons in the God- 
head, in the Conclufion, or not 2 But 1 am aſhamed to ſpend 

the 


\ 
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the Reader's time, and abuſe his patience, to teach this great 
Diftator in hp yr and Divinity, the firſt Rudiments of 
Logick ; the Yerb ſubſtantive eſt or ſunt in Latine, is in 


theſe Caſes reſolvendum hoc modo, ſays Dutrieu, eſt ex- Logica Du- 
iſtens, ſunt exiſtentes; and the Conclufion in the Reverend VP: 3- 

Dean's Syllogiſm is reſolved into this, and therefore Three 
diſtin infinite intelligent Perſons in the Godhead are not 
exiſting, which term exiſting is the third term in this Sylo- 
giſm, and to be ſupplied in this Sylogiſm both in the Minor 
or $a and Concluſion ; and none but a perſon of no Lo- 


Firſt, The Avimadverter has changed the Shole SyBogiſm ; 
the Concluſion was univerſal , or equivalent to univerſal in 
the firft form; in this laſt it is particular ; in the former 
it was fimply, univerſally denied, that there are any infinite, 
rc. Perſons in the Godhead; in the latter, it is only particu 
larly denied, that Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are infinite 
emnteligent Perſons. 

Secondly, In the Conclufion of the laſt Syllogiſm, mt the 
Subjeft, but the Predicate was to be ſupplied ; Three infinite, 


&rc;: Perſons in the former Syllogiſm was the Subjeft, and not 

Predicate of the Concluſion ; whereas in the Animadverter's 

'Syth giſm, he has made three infinite Perſons the Pred.cate-; 

From whence it is plain, that this profound Logician, who ſo 

often upbraids others with the want if Lrgick, does not yet 

know the Subjedt and Predicate if a Propoſition ; the Subjet 
A | 


commrn'y 
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commonly precedes the Verb or copula, aud the Predicate 
commonly follows ; but let me ted this great Critick, that this 
Rule is not Unrverſal, and I find that be cannot yet tell when 
it fails. And now let the Animadverter jeer others of their 
miſtakes im Orthygraphy,” and the like flips more tenderly 
for the future, ſimce I perſuade my ſelr , that a Syllogiſm 
with two terms, axd a Propofition with one term, (whrch 
is included in the former ) will not eafily be forgotten or pay- 

doxed to ſuch an inſulting Adverſary. 
; Shall 7 be pardoned, if 1 add one Error in Divinity out 
"» /x of the ſame Book? Error, did I call it? it 8s too mild a 
_ name, [ efteem it a domwnright blaſphemy, p. 230. The Ani- 
R 1/1 madvuerter notes this for an abſurd and illogical Propo- 

* *—” - fation, to (ay, that God is the Father. | 
0], e% How often do the Jacred Scriptures tell us, that God ſent 
7 ile Y7— his Son, gave; his only begotten Son ? Are theſe Expreſſions 
\' {ad rubſurd and illogical? I bluſh to relate ſuch blaſphemous tuff, 
St + _ fince I challemge the Animadverter any other ways to expound 
/ 

j Raj is Son, gave his only begotten Son. 
,— </FACe +* Our Szvionr, Truth it ſelf, ſays, | am the Son of Gog: 
& am &s Js this an abſurd and illogical Expreſſion ? fince the un- 
doubted meaning of theſe words are, | am the Son of the 


Father. : 
: L; «ff - » St. Paul rells aus, Fhat to us there is one: God. and Fa- 
ther;  Bleſſ.d be God, even the Father of our Lord Jeſns 
Ha - Shriſt. Are all theſe abſurd and illogical 2 
l tj e Does mt Scripture, all the Creeds, uſe the Expreſſion of 
P . %. 
"> (God the Farher > Had the Animadverter that 5hill in Lu- 
, 1+ 47, * gick he ſo often upbraids others with the want of, he would 
t «A -; Save known, that God the Father is equivalent in Logick to 
E153; bn , this, that God is a Father, aud if a Father,the Father. : 
4 SAP, | He would have underſtood, that if this Propofition be trac, 
Þ 7 '©'Y, The Father isGod, it is by the Rules of Logick capable of a 
* lhe > converſion, of putting the Predicate in the place of the Sub- 


+4 A) ject, 


Ye a> * 


4 them, than by the term of the Father, viz. The Father ſent - 


——_mo_ » 
Omen,” ........_. N 


» 
LR a 
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jet, and of the Subjeft in the place of the Predicate, withe 
out any alteration of the ſigna Logica, [ omnis, nullus, 
aliquis, &c. ] where the Subjet and Predicate are both fin- 
alar, a I believe them in this Propofition, The Father is 
God, and I have the conſent of the Schools on my fide. And 
where the Predicate is a terminus communis, as the Ant- 
madwerter contends that God is, there a particular frgn is 
to be added to the Predicate wheu it becomes the Subjef, 
as Peter is a Man, ſome Man is Peter : And naw Þ leawe it 
with the Animadverter to confider , whether he will ſpeak 
with the S-riptures , the Catholick Church , the Schools, in 
ſaying, that God is the Father, or condemn all theſe for 
abſurd and illogical Dances , and declare that we ought to. 
ſay, that ſome particular God 1s the Father, as ſome par- 
ticular Man is Peter. I challenge him to avoid one of theſe 
Phraſes, if he can, by the Rules of Logick, unleſs he de- 
nies the Divinity of the Father , denies that the Father is 
God. 
The ſame Expreſſions of Scripture confute what the Ani- 


madverter tells us, that the term [ three intelligent Per- Tritheiſm, 
ſons ] is adequately and convertibly predicated ot [God.] ©* Þ-130- 


For whatever is adequately and convertibly predicated of any 
term, may in all Propoſitions be put in the place of that 
term , according to which Rule we may ſay , that three in- 
telligent Perſons ſent his Son, gave his only begotten 
Son ; That our Saviour is the Son of three intelligent Per- 
ſons. Bleſſed be three intelligent Perſons, even the Fa- 
ther of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. There needs no words to ex: 


Poſe or confute theſe Expoſitions. 


1s this the Perſon who calls ſo loud for a Decretum Oxo- 
nienſe, for a Thcological Cenſure trom bcth the Univerſj- 
ties? Js this the Perſon who is to vindicate the Reputation 
of the Church of England to Foreigners 2 Is this the Man 
who is to warn us, that our Religion, our old Religion 
a 2 livs 
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lies at ſtake? If it does, it is from ſach. Feterodox Ex- 
founders of it as himſelf. 


To conclude, This Propofition, viz. God is the Father, which 
the Animadverter [ with ſo much ignorance of the received 
language of the Church, and in the conſequence Blaſphemy }] 
charges with Abſurdity and Tllogicalneſs, was , in the judg- 
ment of the greateſt Man, as to this Controverſy , next to 
the Divinely inſpired Writers , whom the Church ever en- 

joyed , the Learned Athanaſius , oxuriremy: xvpuyug © ce 
xandzs T9 Os3, the moſt facred and venerable Article of 
the Church of God. But this belongs to my Second Part 
concerning the Vnity of God. 
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AN 


ANSWER 


TO L233 


ANIMADVERSIONS 


UPON THE 


Vindication of the Tzx1iniry, ec; 


By way of LeTTe to the Animadverter. 


SIR, 
TAY ETON; 


#, Make bold to follow your own Examples 
© and offer the following Papers to your 
= Admirers, your ſelf, and the late Socinian 
PS Hiſtorian and Confiderer, 
2 This laſt Perſon has given us his judge Cenſieratiny. 
$ ment, That you are the only Writer, fince 4 hw, LE 
the revival of theſe Controverſies, who has paring 
indeed underſtood what the Church means by a Trinity in Unt- Trinity, 
ty; that your Explication is a true and orrhodox Explica- * 12,13. 
tion of what the Church intends to ſay. That your deſign be» 
ing only to declare and _— the Dottrine of the T1 oy ” 
that 


Ihd. p. 20. 
Ted. P. 4+: 


Md. p35. 
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that is, to notify in what ſenſe and manner 'tis held by the 
Church. In reference to ſuch deſign, We [this great Au- 
thor and his Party, the Enz!iſh Sccinians] muſt ſay, That his 
Performance is an accurate and learned Work, Thus this 
Socinian Hiſtorian, hike a Second Ce!ſus, pretends to know 
all the poor Orthodox are able to lay in Defence of the 
tottering and falling Ark, as he Blaſphemouſly calls the 
Dodrine of The Sacred Trinity.” You, you, Sir, have 
without queſtion laid down the very Explication of the Schools, 
the Dottrine or Explication general''y received in Univerfi- 
ties, which he doubts not would be approved by moſt of the 
Chairs of our European ©niverſities, or Schools of Learn- 
ing ; you verily have acquitted your ſelf like a Man of Learn- 
ing and Wit, All muſt bow before you, but his own 
greater Self, In your Perſon, he ſlays his ten thouſands. 
When Go/zah is defeated , the Phil;tines muſt fly. This 
Euge concludes that Pamphlet, — And indeed he [| this 
Conſiderer] aud al others, that have laboured in this Con- 
troverſy, may ſurceaſe their Pains henceforth, and leave what 
they have already ſaid, to the Judgment and Conſcience of all 
conftderate and fincere Men. | 

ow much you are an Admirer of your. own perfor- 
mance, may be more than ſurmized from ſeveral Paſſages 
io your Book, and eſpecially from your ſcornful treating 
of your Reverend and Learned Antagoniſt: In your Pre- 
face you tell us, That you neither Reverence nor Fear him; 
and in the ſame Preface you charge him, With defying the 
Church with ſo bold a Front ; with being ſo very Rude, Scan 
dalons, and Provoking, that it is impoſſible for the Tongue 01 
Pen of Man to reply. any thing ſo ſeverely upon him , which 
the foulneſs of his Expreſſion will not abundantly warrant both 
the Jpeativg and writing of. And in the ſame page, with 
peculiar Modeſty, you call his Vindication, Stuff, (if his 
Stuff ſhould live ſo Gd Nay,. not content with this Cen- 
ſure upon his own Perſon, you add in the fame place , 
concerning , 


upon the Vmmdication of the Trinity, 8c. 143 


concerning the Governors of our 'Church , whom you 
vouchſafe only the bare Title of Church-men to; None 
then oppoſing them, | The Reverend Dean's Notions con- 
cerning the Trinity ] moſ# overlooking them; and ſome 
countenancing and advancing the Author of them, and perhaps 
for them too, This is truly the Caſe. Ts not this in your 
own words, To throw your Scurrility at high and low, at all Preface, p.Uil. 
: about you, and beliw you, at an unſufferable rate ? Is this 
the Character of ſo Learned, and every way Excellent a 
Clergy, not to oppoſe, moſt to overlook, nay, ſome to 
countenance and advance theAuthor of theworſt of Hereſies 
Tritheiſm it ſelf2 You explain your ſelf ( p. 361.) (when 
you call the late Learned and Worthy Archbiſhop of Blef- 
ſed Memory, his Great Lord aud Patron) whom you here 
deſigned by thoſe words, and advancing the Author for 
them too. I need add. but one place more at preſent, p. 
379. where you tell the Reader, how thin a Bottom the Re- 
verend Dean has to ſupport him. But it ſeems Coward- 
like, in my apprehenſion, to accuſe the Reverend Dean as ' 
a Perſon of ſo thin a Bottom, and yet immediately in the 
fame page to declare, That if any one befides him, ſhall at- 
tempt aw Anſuler to your Diſcourſe , you ſhall not in the leaf 
trouble nor concern your ſelf about him, whoſoever he be: 
You mean probably, that you will not in Print Anſwer 
any ſuch Diſcourſe 3 but it is not always in our power to 
avoid being troubled or concerned. 

However, if that will do you any kindneſs, I deſign 
not an Anſwer to your Animadverſions ſo far as they 
are perſonal betwixt the Reverend Dean and your ſelf. 
The Reverend Dean needs not ſo weak a Pen as mine to 
defend him: His own is beſt able to chaſtiſe you, if 
that Learned Perſon were not better imployed, more to 
the Glory of God, and the Service of the Church of 
England. 
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-- Tf the Novelty of the phraſe of three infinite Minds, 
ſtartled many of our Clergy ; I do aſſure you, That yours 
of three Modes has diſpleaſed more ; not one, whom I 
have had the honour to conſult, but are better reconciled 
to three infinite Minds, ſince the reading of your eighth 
' Chapter, than they were before. They believed the Ar- 
ticle without enquiring into the Modus: But if they muſt 
determine the Modus; if they muſt chuſe to profcis three 
infinite Minds, or only three Modes 3. The former is an 
intelligible Notion: There is a difficulty indeed how to 
reconcile this with the Article of the Unity of God ; but 
the latter is to moſt meer Metaphyſical Cant. They believe, 
and can readily underſtand that each diſtin Divine Perſon 
is an infinite Mind ; from whence the Conſequence lies fair, 
that three diſtin Divine Perſons are three diſtin infinite 
Minds: But they cannot in the leaſt comprehend, how a 
Divine Perſon can be a Mode, which you expreſly affirm, 
p- 121. A Perſon here [ inthis Myſtery] imports only a Re+ 
lation or Mode of Subfiſtence, &c. 

My deſign is, by God's aſliſtance, to vindicate, this great 
Article of a Trinity in Unity againſt the Socinians. The 
Church, by God's Providence, has overcome the Aria» He- 
reſy, a much more ſubtle Herefy than that of the Socine- 
ans; which perſwaded me, that treading in the ſteps of 
the Ancients was the beſt way to defend the- Orthodox 
Faith at preſent. It was a great ſurpriſe co me in my 
Enquiry, to find, 1/7, that thoſe things which at this day are 
eſteemed as the greateſt ObjeQtions againſt this Sacred 
- Article, had a quite different import in the Judgment of 
the Ancients. 24/y, That all theſe Subtilties which the 
Schools have taught us in this Myſtery, were utterly un- 
-known to Antiquity 3 nay, in many of them the dire& 
contrary Concluſion moſt expreſly maintained by the Fa- 
thers of the Church. 3d!y, That the Subtilties of the 
Schools were little ſtudied by the Moderns; theſe Ani- 
madyerſions 
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madverſions were no ſmall confirmation of this point ; the 
Animadverter having in ſo many places, and in the moſt 
material Articles, not underſtood the Hypotheſis of 
the Schools, which yet at the ſame time he would be 
thought to embrace, and ſhelter himſelf under. 4thly, That 
the Article of the Trinity is ſafe, without recurring to the 
Scholaſtick Subtilties. 

Lam very ſenſible, that to clear all this, is a difficult Pro- 
vince; and I heartily with this Lot had fallen to an Abler 
Hand: [am fo conſcious of my own Defects, that nothing 
but Zeal for that Eternal Truth of this Arricle, in the Be- 
lief of which I hope to be ſaved, could have tempted me to 
expoſe my ſelf and my own Deficiencies to the Cenſure of 
the world. It often pleaſes the Divine Providence by weak 
means to bring to paſs great eftes. If it ſhall pleaſe his 
Infinite Wiſdom to uſe ſo weak an Inſtrument. as my ſelf 
to illuſtrate this great Truth, or at leaſt to incite. by me 
ſome Abler Perſon to adorn. this Great Myſtery as it de- 
ſerves, To God and his Great. Name be all the Glory ;. and 
I ſhall then ſit down contentedly, joyfully, with the Shame 
r- 9 any Miſtake or Error of mine. may bring to my 
elf. 

The Faith of the moſt Learned Fathers of the Church, 
if L.aright apprehend them ; that Faith at leaſt which I 
embrace and propoſe, is, That the Extra Scriptural Terms 
uſed by. the Church in this Great and Sacred Article, viz. 
Trinity, Perſon, FHypoſtaſis, Conſubſtantial Eſſence, are to. be 
received and underſtood in the moſt proper, native, and 
genuine Senſe of thoſe Terms 3 that is, in the fame Senſe 
in which they were underſtood, when by the ſame Fathers 
they were applicd to Angelical or Human Perſons: And 
this, I conceive, in Senſe to imply no more than what the 
fame Fathers declared concerning the following Scriprural 
Expreſſions, viz. That Father, Sow, Spirit, Begotten, Pro- 
ceeding, Son of God, Spirit of God, Begetten Son of God, &C. 
are. 
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are to be properly expounded, and not in ſome improper, 
uncouth, figurative, or Metaphorical Senſe. 


T ſhall divide my Deſign into Two Parts. In the Firſt [ 
ſhall endeavour to give an Account of all the Metaphyſical 
Terms uſed in this Myſtery, and as far as is neceſſary, of 
the Subtilties which the Schoolmen have introduced jn 
their Explication of them ; and this I have choſen to do by 
way of Animadverſion upon our Animadverter, from a 
double Reaſon : Firſt, in relation to himſelf, to convince 
him, if poſſible, of his Barbarous Treatment of a Worthy 
and Reverend Perſon, for barely venturing on a new Ex- 
preſſion in a Vindication of this Sacred Article : The Pijery 
of the Deſign, with all Candid and Ingenuous Lovers of 
the Article, would have attoned for a much greater Erra- 
tum. Three Infinite Minds or Spirits 1s capable of an Or- 
thodox Expoſition, even in the mouth of a Schoolman. 
However, the Animadverter, of all perſons, ought to have 
been ſilent, or the laſt to have found fault with it, who has 
ſo often been guilty of greater Slips both in Philoſophy 
and Divinity. Secondly, In relation to the Socinian Hi- 
ſtorian, who by his Commendation of the Animadver- 
fions has adopted them for his own, and from his own 
words is bound to defend them for an Acurate Account of 
what the Church and Schools have taught in this Myſtery ; 
or elſe confeſs, that he has oppoſed ( poſſibly, forſook ) 
the Faith of the Church ( and Schools) before he under- 
ſtood either. ; 

In my Second Part I intend to enquire more carefully 
into that unconteſted Article of The nity of God; eſpeci- 
ally ſince I am verily perſuaded, that moſt of the Subtil- 
ties, not to ſay, Perplexities, wherewith this Article of the 
Trinity is too often obſcured, ariſe from want of a juſt ſta- 
ting of that Firſt Article of Natural Religion, the Unity 
of God. 

3 


WY BY il. bagpy pany pay 


upon the' Vindication of the Triuty, &c. 


It will be an eaſe both to my Reader and my ſelf, to di- 
vide my Firſt Part into Chapters and numbred SeQions, 
and be more ready in caſe of any occaſion of Reference or 
Compariſon. 

My defign will alſo apologize for me, if I ſometimes 
take occaſion to digreſs much farther than a bare Anſwer 
to the Animadverſfions ſeems to require ſince my deſire is 
to bring, as faras I conveniently can, all Metaphyſical or 
Nice Diſputes into this Firſt Part, that my Second Part may 
be more ſuited for the uſe of thoſe perſons who are leſs 


acquainted, orleſs delight in theſe Terms of Art. 


T alſo crave leave to acquaint the Reader, that for the 


avoiding of unneceſſary Diſputes, I judge it ſufficient at 
this time to reduce the Queſtion to what is owned and pro- 


feſſed on both ſides. As for inſtance: Both Jews and So- 


cinians acknowledge one Divine Perſon : Both alſo acknow- 
ledge God's relation to his Creatures. If therefore the Di- 
vine Relations within the Trinity are capable of the ſame 
Solution with the Relation of God to his Creatures ; I 
mean, in reſpect of their Real Exiſtence, that ſufficeth for 
my purpoſe. So if the Suppoſitality of Three Divine Per- 
ſons be capable of the ſame Solution with the Suppoſttality 
of One Divine Perſon ; whether that Suppoſitality be a 
Mode or Negation , I need not .in my preſent Deſign - 
ſtrictly determune. - 


chap 2-p 30. 
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CHAP. I. 


Anim:dv.&. BY T becauſe the SubjeA I am about to engage in, is 


24, Edicon. 
N. I. 


* of that nature, that moſt of the Metaphyſical and 
& School- Terms hitherto made uſe of by Divines upon this 
* occaſion, will naturally and neceſſarily fall in with it, I 
< think it will contribute not a little to our more perſpiou- 
© ous proceeding in this Diſpute, to ſtate the Import and 
< Signification of theſe Terms, Eſſence, Subſtance, Exi- 
&« tence, Subſiſtence, Nature, and Perſonality, with ſuch 
© others as will of courſe come in our way, while we are 
< treating of, and explaining theſe, Oc. ] 

The Method is extremely judicious, and ought to be 
commended; but if we ſtate the Import of theſe Terms 
falſly or imperfetly, we ſhall obſcure and perplex our 
ſelves and our Readers, inſtead of aſſiſting them to under- 
land things more perſpicuoully. : 

The ſimple Faith of this Sacred Article to pious and de- 
cible minds needs not any of theſe Metaphyſical or Schook 
terms ;- accordingly the divinely-inſpir'd Writers have uſed 
none of them : But the ſabtle Equivocations and Objedi- 
ons of the Artaxs on one hand, -and the Sebellians on the 
other, together with the great Veneration paid to the Con- 
cluſions of the Schoolmen in this Myſtety, have made it 
neceſfary to enquire into the juſt ſignification of theſe and 
other School Terms and Diſtinions. 

[ © And here firſt of all, according to the old Peripatetick 
« Philoſophy, which for ought I ſee ( as to the main Body 
« of it at leaſt ) has ſtood its ground hitherto againſt all 
< zafanlts; [look upon the diviſion of Exs, or Being, (a 
* ſummary word for all things) into Subſtance and Ac- 
« cident, as the Primary and moſt Comprehenſive. ] 


I ſee 
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I ſee no neceſſity from this Myſtery to concern our 
ſelves with this Metaphyſical Diſpute, Whether Accidents 
are diſtin B:ings from Subſtance. The Ancient Fathers 
denied any Accidents in God, or in a Divine Perſon, be- 


cauſe God was immutable ; whereas an Accident, poteſt 


adeſſe aut abeſſe ſive ſubjedti interitu, is ſeparable from its 
Subjet , is changeable. So St. Auguſtin, lib. 5. de Trin. 
Cap. 4. Nihil itaque accidens in Deo, quia nihil mutabile aut 
amiſſibile, But not one of them, fo far as I can find, ever 
gave this Metaphyſical Reaſon, that it would compound 
God, or a Divine Perſon of two Beings. All the new 
Philoſophers, who are neither a ſmall nor contemptible 
Body of Men, explode this Diviſion of Es; they do all 
deny, that Accidents are diſtin Beings from Subſtance. 
Exs is not nivocum, but Analogum to;:Subſtance and Ace 
cident, that is, an Accident is not properly a Being, but 
Analogous, or like to a Being; not properly Ens fimpli- 
citer, but Ens entis, an aftetion of Being , rather than a 


Being. Accidens (faith the Learned Petavius) proprie non Lib. 4. de 


eft T8 3», ſed T2 PIG. affettio quedam. Sola vero ſubſtantia 
eſſe dicitur, & T6 3y wocatur. 

Tranſubſtantiation (as I verily believe) firſt perſuaded 
the Schoolmen to teach, That Accidents are diſtinct Beings 
from Subſtance, as being capable to exiſt ſeparate from Sub- 
ſtance: Nay, this monſtrous Dodtrine cannot perſuade the 
new Philoſophers of the Romze/h Church to believe theſe real 
Accidents ; they rather chuſe toaffirm, that God by a per- 
petual Miracle cauſes the appearances of Bread and Wine to 
all our Senſes, than to acknowledge that Accidents are di- 
ſtin& Beings from the Subſtance they affect. 

Ariſtotle himſelf appropriates 8z, Eſſence, to Subſtance, 
if therefore T9 2» and ca, are Relatives; if that only be 
T2 Jy, or a Being which hath gav, an Eſſence, nothing but 
Subſtance, according to that Philoſopher, can'be ſuch. 


C "I 


Tin. cap. 9. 


S. r5. p. 391. 


tO 
P. 31. N. 3. 


P. 31. N. 4. 


P. 31. N. 5. 


#4. p. 3!. 
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[ © As for Subſtance, I define that to be a Being not in- 
© hering in another, &c.] 

A Diviſion rather than a Definition of Subſtance is ne- 
ceſfary in this Myſtery. Ariſtotle divides Subſtance into 
firſt and ſecond Subſtance. And it is no ſuch contemptible 
Enquiry, as poſſibly the Animadverter may imagine, whe- 
ther the Ancient Fathers of the Church , when they fo 
often ſay, that Father , Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are of one 
Subſtance, are not to be interpreted of a fecond Sub- 
ſtance. 

[© Accident, I define a Being inherent in another.] 

This I have already ſpoken to, N. 2. 

[ © But now, beſides theſe tw5 Terms of Subſtance and 
« Accident, there is another aſſigned by Logicians, Mera- 
« phyſicians, and School-men , called a Mode of Being , 
* viz. ſuch a rhing as Being added to another, does not 
* make any addition of another Being, or degree of Being 
* to it, but only reſtrains and determines it, &c.] 

All the new Philoſophers deny real Modes, equally with 
real Accidents: Nor can I fee any neceſiiy to recur to 
ſuch a nice Metaphy fical Debate to explain this ſacred My- 
ſtery. Neither Jews nor Socinians fly to this Metaphyſi- 
cal Notion to explain the Suppoſitality of One Divine Per- 
fon ; nor need Chriſtians ſo nice a Speculation to defend 
the Suppoſitalities of Three Divine Perſons, If there are 
any real Modes in the Creatures, I approve of the Ani- 
madverter's deſcription of them, that they are adjundts, or 
added to the Being ; that they reſtrain or determine the na- 
ture of the Being, Bur from this very Ceicription of a Mode, 
I am ſatisfied there can be no proper Modes in God, 
or a Divine Perſon ; but of this afterwards. When the 
Animadverter adds in the ſame pag', That a Mode is not 
a meer Ens rations; he ſeems to me to contrad1t him- 
ſelf, that it is in ſome ſenſe an FExs rationis, and conſe- 
quently not real. So, when he tells us, That Modes 
were 


_ 
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were invented to prevent an infinite progreſs in Beings , wid. 

upon a ſuppoſition , that Accidents are diſtint Beings 

from Subſtance ; he gives us the right reaſon, the Union 

of Subſtance and. Accident could not be an Accident, 

| that is, a Third Being, for then that would want another 

| Being to unite it to Subſtance, and ſo 7» infiniram. But 

| there never was ſo ſtrange an Explication of this reaſon 

as that given by the Animadverter. [ © For ſince every wid. p. zr. 

* thing is capable of being: defined or deſcribed, and yet 

*nothing can be defined meerly by it ( an identical pro- 

* poſition, being no definition ) it muſt needs be defined 

* by ſomewhat or other diſtin from it ſelf; but if that 

*bealſo a Being, then that likewiſe muſt be defined by 

*another Being, and that by another, and fo on 7» infini- 

* zur ; Which would be moſt abſurd. Whereas, if this 

< definition or deſcription of a thing be made by ſome Mo- 

* Jus of it, which is not ſtriatly and - properly a Being it 

*(elf; the thing preſently ſtops here, without any neceſli- 

*ty of proceeding to any more Beings.] 

5 There are few miſtakes, but they have ſome plauſible 

| colour or ground ; but this is ſo extreamly extravagant, 
that I cannot conjecture in the leaſt what the Animad- 

verter aim'd at. None ever put the Modus of any thing 

into a proper Definition. What Logician ever affirmed 

that Definitio conſtet ex genere , differentia & modo? A 

proper Definition contains only the Eſſence, the quiddity 

(as the Schools ſpeak) of any Thing or Being; but a Mode, 

according to the Animadverter, is a thing added, or an 

adjunct , that is, quod alicui preter Eſſentiam adjungitur, 

what is beſides the Eſſence, and conſequently ought not to 

oy be put into the proper Definition of the Being. 

| [ © But perhaps it will be here ſaid, If theſe Modes are 74 p. 32. 

| *not ſo many meer nothings, or entia rationis, what order N- 6: 

© or rank ſhall they be placed in? ſince thoſe ten Heads of 

"Being, which we call predicaments, cannot ſeem the 

C2 proper 
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« proper Receptacles of things, which we own not to be 
* properly or formally Beings. I anſwer, That tho they 
are not Beings properly ſo called, and fo not direly, and 
«* apon their own account placeable under any of the ten 
* forementioned Heads of Being ; yet, ſince they are ap- 
* pendages of Being, as cleaving to it, and depending upon 
* it; they are accounted under, and reduced to thoſe re- 
« ſpective Heads, or Genera of Being, to which the Beings 
* modified by them do diretly belong] 

It is a common ſaying, That a Fool may ask more Que- 
ſtions, and raiſe more D:fficulties in an hour, than a wiſe 
Man can anſwer, or ſatisfy in a day ; but certainly he is 
not overwiſe, who without any neceſlity will be ſtarting 
Difficulties which himſelf cannot unfold. The Faith of 
this ſacred Article, as I ſaid before, needs none of theſe 
Metaphyſical Diſputes; and if it did, the Reader would be 
ſtrangely deceived, who ſhould rely upon our Animadver- - 
ter's skill in Metaphy ſicks. 

Firſt , He has confounded Predicamental and Phyſical 
Accidents. Even thoſe Metaphy ficians and Schoolmen,who 
aſſerted Accidents to be diſtin Beings from Subſtance, ne- 
ver underſtood that aſſertion in large of all the Predicamen- 
tal Accidents, but only of quantity and quality. He himſelf 
is pleaſed to tell us, p. 241. that poſture is a Mede of the 
Body; and I believe he has not confidence to deny, that 
poſture properly belongs to the predicament of Sztus. All 
predicamental Relations are by the faid Schoolmen eſteem- 
ed Modes, and not diſtin Beings. 

Secondly, To differ in predicament, is not a certain ſign of 
differing ſo much as in Mode, much leſs to be two diſtin 
Beings or Accidents, according tothe Animedverter, who 
calls them ten Heads of Being, Action and Paſſion difitc in 
predicament, yet are by Ariſtotle him{clt eltcemed but one 
Mition, which as it proceeds from the Agent, is called 
Action; as it is terminated upon the Patient, is called Paf- 
ſion. | Thirdly, 
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Thirdly, Nor are all Modes to be reduced to thoſe pre- 
dicaments, to which the Beings by them modified do di- 
rely belong. Figure and proportion are Modes of quan- 
tity, and yet are reduced to the predicament of quality. 

Fourthly, This reduQtion of Modes is what, I believe, 
the Animadverter did not in the leaſt underſtand ; but of 


this, when I come to ſpeak of the compoſition of a Divine 


Perſon. 


[ © Now the nature of theſe Modi being thus accounted P. 32. N. 7. 


« for, we are in the next place to take notice: of the dif- 
© ference reſulting from them, which we call Modal, and 
* that is, between two or more ſuch Modes differing from 
* one another, as the Perſonalities belonging to teveral 
* Perſons differ amongſt themſelves ; or when a thing or 
« Being differs from the Mode aff:Cting it ; or laſtly, when 
* ſeveral things thus modified or affected, do by vertue of 
* thoſe Modes differ from one another : And thus the Per- 
<* ſons in the Bleſſed Trinity may be faid to difter amongſt 
 * themſelves. ] 


No Divine had ever more rcaſon to have informed him- _ 


ſelf aright of the nature of theſe Md, and of modal dif- 
ference : For, I believe, no man before himſelf ever laid fo 
great a ſtreſs upon both theſe Points. Hear his own words, 
p. 285. [© If Modes of Being ſhould not be allowed-in 
* God, then I affirm it to be impoſſible [ mark thoſe words, 
1 afirm it to be impoſſible ] © for any diſtinion, and con- 
* ſequently for any perſons to be in God. ] What is this 
but to tell the world, that whoever does not underſtand 
the Metaphyſicks of Modes, and yet believes the Trinity, 
believes what the Animadverter affirms to be impoſlible in 
Reaſon 2 Now this Afſertion ſhall in due time be eximined. 
So p. 246. He affirms, that the Divine Perſons which 
the whole Chriſtian Church profciles to diffcr by a real 
difference, I ſay, he affirms, that they differ by a modal, 
or leſſer ſort of real difference, of which Aſſertion "- in 
ue 
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cite place, Now we are to examine, how well this great 
Di&ator in Philoſophy and Divinity underſtands a Modal 
difference. He names three kinds of Modal difference, 
two of which are falſe, and all three impertinent. Firſt, 
two Modes, when they belong to one Being, differ indeed 
by a Modal difference ; but when we ſpeak of them indefi- 
nitely, as they belong to different Beings, they differ by 
the ſame difference by which the Beings themſelves differ, 
that is, by a ſtrily real difference. The perſonalities of 
different perſons always differ by the fame difference by 
which the perſons themſelves differ, that is, by a ſtritly 
real difference. The /econd, of a Being, differing from its 
own Mode, is acknowledged to him. The 7hird, viz. the 
difference of ſeveral things modified or affeRed, is pecu- 
liar to the Animadverter, never any Philoſopher dreamed, 
that ſeveral things differ by a modal difference, they always 
differ by a ſtrifly real difference. However the Animad- 
verter has here ſpoke a very great truth, That the Divine 
4 « / Perſons differ as ſeveral things, but this utterly overthrows 
* +7 @þe Animadyverter's Hypotheſis: According to him, the 
'/ _ |, Divine Perſons differ nor as ſeveral things; but as one and 
en *f the ſame Being under one Mode differs from it ſelf under 
7 /and another Mode, this is the only modal difference the Ani- 
| 4 / madverter's Hypotheſis requires, and this with great pro- 
S, foundnefs of jadgment he here omits. The other three 
0: 7 5 are nothing to the purpoſe, had they been all never fo true 
A Ce in Philoſophy. 
Il e P. 34. lin-4 [© Eſſence may be truly and properly defined, That by 
If <4 & * which a thing is what it 1s, that is to fay,- by which it is 
HP * conſtitured in ſuch a kind or order of Bing. ] 

3 By Eſſence in this place the Animadverter underſtands, 
Ih: what Metaphyſicians call the Ratio Formals of a thing, , 
that is, he takes this term Eſſence in a tranſcendenral ſenſe ; 
in ſo large a ſenſe, that not only Subſtance, Accident, a 
mode of Being, but even an Ers Rationis may be faid to 
have 
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have an Eſſence for there is a r4tzo*formalis of every one 
of theſe, by which each'of them is conſtituted reſpe@ively 
a Subſtance, Accident, Mode, or Fns rationis. Now to 
talk of truly and properly defining a Tranſcendental, is the 
fame blunder in Logicks, as he would be guilty of in Hiſto- 
ry, who ſhould enquire for the Father or Grandfather of 
Adam. Every Novice in Logicks knows, that a true and 
proper definition conſiſts of a Genus and Difference, and 
conſequently that nothing but a Speczes is capable of a true 
and proper definition. The ſupremum Genas in each predi- 
camental ſcale, is not capable of a ſtri& Logical definition, 
much leſs a tranſcendental Term, that 1s, tranſcendental 
to all the predicaments. 

But this is the leaſt part of the miſtake; accordingtto. 
this deſcription of Eſſence, there are at leaſt Four Eſſences 
in the Trinity. The Divine .Relations of Paternity, Fi- 
liation, Proceſſion, have each their proper diſtin& ratio 
formalis, by which each of them is conſtituted a relation 
of ſuch a kind ; nay, theſe Eſſences of the Divine' Relati- 
ons would differ Specifically, for ſo Paternity differs from: 
Filiation; and all Divines acknowledge, That the Abſolute 
Divine Nature is a true proper Eſlence. 

Ariſtotle appropriates 8i«, Eſſence, to Subſtance, Firſt 
or Second : So did the Fathers of the Church, ſo do all the 
Moderns, Tranſlating 6yg&a@. by conſubſtantial,, of one- 
Subſtance. Ot which more hereafter. 


[© As for Exiſtence it ſelf, it may be defined; that Mode od = 27; 


* or Aﬀection of Being, by which a thing ſtands actually 
* produced out of the Power of its Cauſes; or at leaft not 
* actually included in any cauſe, in which ſenſe God him- 
*i ſelf does exit. ] 

Some few Schoolmen, who have ſuppoſed that the Hu- 
man Nature. of Chriſt wanted a Proper or Created 
Exiſtence, have aflerted, That Exiſtence is a Mode'in 
Created Beings ; that is, ſomething added to the Thing or 
Being,, 
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Being , and -conſequently capable of being Subſtraed. 
But theſe are very few, and the Animadverter is of a con- 
trary Opinion, p. 35. The generality believe that Exiſtence, 
is only the Actuality of the Thing or Being, and that all 
it adds to the Being is only a Negation, in the Animad- 
verter*s words, that the Being is not actually included in 
any Cauſe. 

But not one ſingle Divine, I firmly believe, before his 
own dear ſelf, ever affirmed that Exiſtence was a proper 
Mode in God : His very next words confute this ion, 
P. 34+ that Exiſtence is neceſſarily included in his very 
Eſience, but a Mode, a thing added to the Eſſence, cannot 
be included in The Erfence. Agr inthe faite page he 
aſcribes one ſingle undivided Exiſtence to the Three Divine 
Perſonsz which, if Exiſtence were a proper Mode, would 


| be very difficult to be conceived, How Three diſtin Per- 


oog can be modified or affefted with one ſingle undivided 
Mode. | | 

[© The next Term is Subſiſtence, which is a Mode of 
* Being, by which a thing exiſts by it ſelf, without exiſting 
* jn another, eitheras a part in the whole, or an Adjunct 
* in the Subject. I fay an Adjunct, not an Accident, for 
«* a Subſtance may be an AdjunR. ] 

Subſiſtence is ſtrictly a Mode of Exiſtence ; that is, it 
modifies the Exiſtence of a Subſtance, and diſtinguiſhes 
the Exiſtence of a complete Subſtance, from the Exiſtence 
of anincomplete Subſtance or Part. Two things are there- 
fore implied in this term, Subſiſtence. 1. That rhe Being 
which is ſaid to ſubſiſt, is a Subſtance, and not an Acci- 
dent, not a Quality, &c. 2. That itis a whole and complete 
Subſtance, and not a part of ſome whole. This is plain 
and eaſy, and that which Subſiſtence adds to Exiſtence, 
may be only a negation of Incompleatnefs. 

The Animadverter is not ſatisfied with the common de- 
finition of Subſiſtence, but to ſhew vs his profound skill in 
Philoſophy 
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Philoſophy and Divinity at one time, has added to the vul- 
gar deſcription of Subfiſtence thoſe remarkable words, or 
an Adjuntt to the Subjet ; and leſt we ſhould not ſufficient- 
ly take notice of it, he repeats it with an Emphaſis, 7 ſay 
an Adjunit, not an Accident ; for a Subſtance may be an Ad- 
junk, Now I muſt profeſs, that I have always a prejudice 
againſt new Definitions, both in Philoſophy and Divinity 
commonly they only proclaim the miſtake of the Inventer 
of them. 

Firft, He needed not have cautioned us againſt an Acci- 
dent, the former part of the Definition had ſecured ſufh- 
ciently againſt cha miſtake 3 a Thing exiſting by it ſelf 
can never be an Accident, except our Animadverter be- 
lieves Tranſubſtantiation, 

Secondly, What a mighty Secret has he inſtructed the 
World in , wiz. That a Subſtance may be an Adjuntt! | 
would fain know one perſon that underſtood the meaning 
of the terms, who ever doubted of it. However I will 
endeavour to requite his kindneſs, and inform him, That a » | 
Suppofitum may be an Adjun@ ; nay, which is more, every 
ſubſtantial Adjun&t ( unleſs Hypoltatically united) is a 
Sup pofitum, or ſubſiſting Being If the Animadverter ever 
ſaw a Woman with Child, or a Nurſe carrying a Child in 
her Arms, he might have been convinced of the truth of 
this Aſſertion, That a Suppofitum may be an AdjunQ. 

Nay further, Had this Paradox in Philoſophy been never 
ſo true, 1t is of no uſe in reference to the ſubſiſtence of the 
Three D:vine Perſons. 

Well, but it would explain the myſterious Incarnation of 
the Second. [ © And, I think, if we would aſſign a way, id. 
* by which the Humane Nature of Chriſt exiſts in the per- 

* fon of the A%y&,, we ſhall hardly find a fitter, than ro 
* ſay, that it exiſts in it, as an Adjun@t in the Subje&. For 
**it iscertain, that ir does not exilt in it, us a Part in the 
* Whole ; ſince by this means the Second Perſon in the 
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* Trinity muſt, till his Incarnation, have wanted one part 
* of his perfon. But I ſhall not be poſitive in the applica- 
* tion of this term here. ] | 

This Sacred Article of the Incarnation of the Son of 
God deſerves a particular Treatiſe by it ſelf: However I 
could not in the [nterim forbear to vindicate it from thoſe 


. Miſrepreſentations the Animadverter has unwittingly , I 


charitably preſume, put upon it. 

The Animadverter did not underſtand, or not conſider 
the relation of an Adjundt to a SubjeRt, or he would never 
have made this Application in reference to the Hypoſtatic 
Union of the Humane Nature of Chriſt to the Perſon of 
the WORD. Where a Subſtance is an Adjund, the Ad- 
jun@ is predicated of the Subjet, more Accidents, after 
the nature of an Accident. This the predicament of Za- 
bitus might have informed the Animadverter. We ſay 

that a man is his Cloaths, but that a man is cloath'd ; 
fo that if the Humane Nature of Chriſt be barely an Ad- 
jun@& to the Perſon of the WO R D, we could not fay 
that the WORD was, or became Man, but only that he 
was externally cloathed with Humanity. 

Secondly, The Animadverter confutes himſelf, when he 
tells us, That the Humane Nature of Chriſt exiſts 7» the 
Perſon of the Ayo. A ſubſtantial Adjunct can never exiſt 
in its Subje, but only an accidental Adjunct, as a Quali+ 
ty, ©&c. If the Humane Nature exiſts i» the Perſon of the 
Acy%, it muſt in ſome ſenſe be a part of the Perſon of the 
WORD. 

Thirdly, Nor is there any Abſurdity in acknowledging 
the Humane Nature to be a part of the Irarlewno;. Nay, 


- very learned perſons have not ſcrupled to call the Perſon 


of the WORD a Part of Chriſt, taking that term Par: 
in a large ſenſe, and abſtraQting from the imperfections 
whichare included in the common acceptation of it. The 


Perſon of the WORD is not an imperfe Part, nor the 
Humane 
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upon the Vindication of the Trinity, 8c; 19 
Humane Nature a Part in ſuch Senſe, that the Perſon of the 
WORD warts ſuch Part to complete it. In an Hypo- 
ſtatical Compoſition, the Inferior Nature is in ſome Ana- 
logy a Co-part; in other reſpe&ts, an Adjun&t, and of ne- 
celſity imperfe ; but to be the ſuperior Nature in ſuch 
Compoſition infers no Imperfe&tion : But of this more 
hereafter. | ; 
[*One and the fame undivided Exiſtence, as well as Þ «ppg 
© one and the ſame Eſſence or Nature, belongs to all the 
* Three Perſons equally ; whereas yet every Perſon has his 
* own diſtin& Subſiſtence by himſelf. ] 
There is not a more intricate Diſpute amongſt the 
Schoolmen, than this which the Animadverter argues from 
as 2 Principle. | 
To aſſert above one fingular Exiſtence in the Trinity, 
[ tho the Sacred Scriptures expreſly multiply this Attri- 
bute, 1 and the Father are One, theſe Three are One ] was 
to give up the Hypotheſis of the Schools of the ſingula- 
rity of the common Divine Nature. But the ESL 
Schoolmen were at a loſs, when they came to _ —— 
enquire into the Modus of this ſingular Ex- 5am freularem, que communis 
iſtence. There are but two Modes of a ſub- «f ribw perſons, ut ſic ſub- 
ſtantial, ſingular Exiſtence, incomplete which fn es ; rv 
belongs to a ſubſtantial Part, complere which riom abſoluram & efentialem 
belongs to a Suppoſitum. Complete Exiſtence”\ #75 prſon communem : bac 
is but another Phraſe for Subſiſtence, and fo on #2 Thkete baindes 
—_ _ but One undivided Subfiſtence,/ org i _— & anagy * 
of the whole Three Perſons, and this the © 09am >uarez. ie 
whole Party of the Thowiſts and Scotifts affirm, aL COIN 
and call it an abſolute eſſential Subſiſtence; ſo little did the : | We” 
. Animadverter underſtand theſe Diſputes. The acute Peravius 3, . 
conld not here keep pace with the Schoolmen ;all Antiquity hs, o Þ 
knew nothing of this Eſſential Subſiſtence ; he embraces 7 4 - 14 mt 
the former, and attributes one ſingular incomplete Exiſtence __ wa + 
to the Divine Nature. Now, certainly this Learned _ ”_ 
2 on 


Petav. lib. 4. 
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fon ſtrained very hard to aſcribe ſomething incomplete 
to the Divine Nature. TI will give the Reader his oun 
words. N.u enim de tali Exiſtentia hic agimus, que per- 


| de Trin. cap. fetfa, & complete ſubſtantiz propria fit, ſed gue forms & 


* 122.SeQ. 13. 


P. 421. 


P. 35. lin. 11. 
N 12, 


imperſeftys Rebus, ex quibus quaſi componitur quipptam, com 
rut, 

[* Now , whatſoever Being or Nature this Mode of 

** Subſiſtence does belong to, that is properly called a Sup- 

« ofttum- And the conſequence of this is, That as 

* Subſfiſtence makes a Thing or Being a Supp1/itum, fo Sup- 


' © poſitality makes it incommunicable.] 


This is worſe Hereſy to the Schoolmen, than the phraſe, 


of three infinite Minds. 

They acknowledge this in finite Beings or Natures, but 
affirm the quite contrary in the Divine Nature. 

Not ( the Abſolute Eſſential ) Subſiſtence renders the 


Divine Nature a Suppofitum ; but the Divine Relation, whe - 


ther ic be Paternity, Filiation , or Proceſſion, according 
to the Schoolmen, conſtitutes the Divine Nature a Perſon, 


or Perſons. Secondly, Not the Subſiſtence with a relation, 
; renders the Divine Nature inacommunicable, but only the 


| Divine Perſon incommunicable. 


Subſiſtence in finite Be- 
ings, renders that particular Nature as well as Perfon in- 


' communicable ; but in the Divine Nature, only the Perſon. 


P. 35. lin. 30. 
N. ry. 


[** So that as a Suppofitum is ſubſtantia fingularis comple- 
© za per ſe ſubfyſtens ; lo the Ratio inteleftiva, being ad« 


: * ded to this, makes it a Perſon, which is a farther per- 


« feion of Suppoſttality. 

I only ask the Animadverter, Whether he acknowledges 
three Suppofiturns in the Trinity > And whether the Obje= 
ion of three Subſtances, is not as ſtrong againſt that 
Confeſſion from this Definition: of a Suppofitum, as himfelf 
brings againſt the phraſe of three infinite Minds? 2dly, 
Ratio inteleAiva is a farther perfetion of a Swppofitum , 
but not of Suppoſitality. A Beaſt as truly, anthg >» 4 
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| Mode (taking that term in a large ſenſe) of Animality, 
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upon the Vindication of the Trinity, 8c. 
ſubſiſts by irs ſelf, as a Man. Rationality is a Perfection, a 


but not a Perteion or Mode of Subſiſtence. 

[ © If it be here asked, Whether Subſiſtence or Suppoſita- p: 36. 1in. 3. 
« lity added to bare Nature, does not make a Compoſition ? N. 14, 
© anſwer, That in created finite Perſons it does, but not | 
«in uncreated and infinite: And the reaſon is, becauſe tho - {. | 
« 11l Compoſition implies Union ; yet all Union is not ##* 
* therefore Compoſition, but ſomething higher and tran- - 
« ſcendental: So that in the Divine Perſons of the Trini= 7? 
«ty, the Divine Nature and Perſonal Subſiſtence coaleſce 6 
< into one, by an incomprehenſible, ineffable kind of Union F <5 ©, 
*and Conjunftion. And if this does not fatisfy (as it #;* F- 
* rationally may) I muſt needs profeſs, that my Thoughts NT 
«and Words can neither riſe higher, nor reach {—, 

This difficulty is not peculiar to the Aſſerters of a Tri- 
nity of Divine Perſons: They who acknowledge but one 
Divine Perſon in the Godhead, are equally concerned in this" 
queſtion , Whether the Subſiſtence (of one or more Di- 
vine Perſons ) added to the Divine Nature, infers a Com: 
poſition in a Divine Perſon ? 

The Animadverter confeſſes, That in all finite Perſons, - 
Subſiſtence and Nature infer a Compoſition ; he means 
a modal Compoſition, a Compoſition of Subſtance and 
Mode: This manifeſtly increaſes the difficulty , how a 
Subſtance and Mode ſhould not be a modal Compoſition // 
in a Divine Perſon. He tells you, indeed it does. not; 
if we pleaſe, we may take his word; if not, his thoughts 
and words can reach no higher. But by his leave, I ſhall 
conſider this point more carefully. 

All Compoſition is Diſtinftorum Unio, fo as to conſti- 
tute ſome whole; that is, in Compoſition there muſt be an 
Union, and alfo the ſeveral things united, muſt in ſome 
{ſenſe be component parts, otherwiſe we could not diſtin: 
guiſh Compoſition. from a bare local Union. Now, ac- 
acording. 


| 4n Anſwer to the Animadverſions 


cording to the Animadverter, the Divine Nature or Sub- 
ſtance is one thing, and the Mode another, (a Mode is to 
him a thing added) and a Divine Perſon a whole ; fo that 
- it is manifeſt, according to him, that there muſt be a mo- 
dal Compoſition in a Divine Perſon, in God, in a pure ſim- 
ple at which is void of all Compoſition. 

Nay, further, thoſe Schoolmen who aſlert theſe real 
Modes, reduce ſome of them to Subſtance, ſome of them 
to the accidental Predicaments. Thoſe Modes which inti- 
mately adhere to Subſtance, as Exiſtence, Subſiſtence , 
they reduce to the predicament of Subſtance ; thoſe Modes 
which complete Subſtance it ſelf, cannot be any thing ac- 
cidental, of a different kind and nature from Subſtance ; 
and yet they cannot be perfe& Subſtances, for then they 
would want other Modes to perfe&t them ; but they ſup- 
poſe each of theſe Modes a ſub/tantiale quid, a fubſtantial 
thing, tho not ſo perfect as Subſtance. So again, thoſe 
Modes which perfe& an Accident, are each of them acci- 
dentale quid, ſomething accidental, tho not a perfe Ac- 
cident. Now [I freely profeſs, that I have no Notion of 
this ſub/tantiale quid, which is not a perfet Subftance ; 
nor of an accidentale quid, which yet is not a perfe& Ac- 
cident. However, from this Explication of theſe Philoſo- 
phers minds, it is manifeſt that a Subſtance and Mode in 
finite Perſons, infer a Compoſition of a Subſtance, and a 
diſtin ſub/tantiale quid. 

To apply this to the Opinion of the Schoolmen, con- 
cerning the ſimplicity of a Divine Perſon. 

The Subfiſtence, as I have already declared, they be- 
lieved to be one, abſolute Eſſential ; the Divine Relations 
( which they call Modes of Subſiſtence, becauſe, accord- 
ing to them, they conſtitute the Divine Perſons, and ren- 
 dereach Perſon incommunicable, which a Mode of Sub- 
ſiſtence does in finite Perſons) I fay,. the Divine Relations 
of Paternity, Filiation , . and Proceſſion , they firſt decla- 
red 


7 


7 


/ Relations ; which in our imperfet way of Conception , Suarez. lib. 4. 
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red to be no predicamental Relations ; for then they muſt 

have been eſteemed proper Modes ; and the Schoolmen Medur non pou + 
were never ſo filly, as to believe there was any thing ſo jel: x 
imperfeQ, as a Mode in God; they never believed a /«b- | ge. 
Pantiale quid , which was not fo perfe&t as a Subſtance —___ LYN 


in God. They call the Divine Relations , tranſcendental ,,,, ,,;;;. 


are but as ſo many ſubſtantial Modes, perfeing the one © goes —_ 
abſolute Subſiſtence of the Divine Eſſence ; they believed {ro. © 
each diſtin Divine Relation to be not a bare ſub/tantiale 

quid, but a moſt perfe& infinite Subſtance with a Relative # 

Form, or as they often ſpeak, a Relative Subſtance: (And 

here I muſt again acknowledge, that I am as little able to 

conceive a Relative Subſtance, as a ſub/tan- : 

tiale quid before.) But will not this Notion , 79» JONO erit ſubs"? 
of the Schoolmen infer an higher Compoſi- away | 4a 
tion in a Divine —_— of _ Sub- a rear rn oiny —— 000 
ſtances, an Abſolute Subſtance, the Divine * 747 4® Jeip/om Juoprir, quane © 
Nature; and a Relative Subſtance, the Re- re OY _ 
lation > They anſwer, That the Abſolute and 

Relative Subſtance are not united, but identified one with 

another, this being an Axiom to the Schoolmen , 7» Dj- Suarez lib. 4-- 
vinis omnia ſunt Unum, ubi non obviat relationis oppoſitio 3 OTE ; 
but there cannot be pretended re/ationis oppoſitio betwixt an 407. 
Abſolute and Relative Subſtance; and by the ſame Axiom 

they endeavour to ſhew, how theſe three Relative Sub- 

ſtances may be one abſolute Divine Nature, one God. But 

then comes the grand Difficulty of all; If each diſtin 

Relative Subſtance be the ſame, or identified with the one 

ſingular abſolute Divine Nature, are not the three Rela- 

tions from thence identified one with another ? Is not this ” 
an infallible Axiom in reaſon, Que ſunt eadem uni tertio, £T/. 
ſunt eadem inter ſe. This is the Gordian Knot, which al- 
moſt every Schoolman gives a different anſwer to ; but at 
laſt they are generally obliged to cut it, and deny the truth 
ct 
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of the Axiom in the Divine Nature. I thought it nece(- 
fary to give this account of the Opinions of the School- 
men, to ſhew the Animadverter, how little reaſon he had 
to lay ſo great a ſtreſs upon the Metaphyſicks of Modes. 
Nothing was farther from the thoughts of the Schoolmen 


#-« La 57/(with whoſe Names he flouriſhes ſo often) than to believe 
£-$. 
 ” 


hat there were true Modes in God. The Divine Relations, 
ccording to them, were only Modes in Name; or itt our 
perfe& Conception of them. 


Gm ( im 
4 {* ©" As for my own private Opinion, with all ſubmiſſion to 
(y &n.-4 


ter Information, I conceive, That Exiſtence in a finite 


-* Perſon or Being, much more in a Divine Perſon, is only 
the aQtuality of a Perſon or Being. That Subſiſtence adds 


only a Negation of incompleteneſs to ſubſtantial Exiſtence 
even in finite Perſons, and conſequently infers no ſort of 
Compoſition in them; and therefore much leſs infers a 
Compoſition in a Divine Perſon. 

Again, I do believe that all predicamental Relations 
amongſt the Creatures, are no poſitive Modes, but only 
external Denominations ; the ſame which the Schoolmen 
are obliged to affirm of the Relations of the Divine Perſons 
to the Creatures: Nor can I ſee any Abſurdity of extend- 
ing the ſame concluſion to the Internal Relations, as the 
Schoolmen call them. As for inſtance, The Relation of 
Paternity may juſtly (as I conceive) be tiled an extrinſi- 
cal Denomination ; extrinſical (I ſay, not to the ſacred 
Triad, -bur) to the Perſon of the Father, who is denomi- 
nated by it; and (in the fame ſenſe) Filiation extrinſical 
to the Perſon of the Son, and Proceſlion extrinſical to the 
Perſon of the bleſſed Spirit. This naturally and eaſily de- 
tends the Simplicity of a Divine Perſon ; this frees us of 
endleſs and inextricable Queſtions, which fill up every 
page of the Scholaſtical Writers. This forces us not to hide 
our ſelves in a Cloud of Words, which ſignify nothing. 
A Subſtance, and a Mode, ſays the Animadverter, inter 
not 
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not Compoſition in a Divine Perſon, becauſe .in him the 
Subſtance and Mode coaleſce into one by an Union gud Con- 
junfion, that is, in other words, they infer not Compoſition, 
becauſe, they are compounded. Compoſition and Coalef- 
cing into .One by an Union and Conjundtion , differ no 
more than Definirum and Definition : It. is. truly therefore 
incomprehenſible and ineffable, that a coaleſcing into one 
by an Union and ConjunRion ſhould not be a Compoſlt- 
tion. 

[* Mind, Wiſdom, Power, Goodneſs, &c. are formal- 
«ly diſtin. from one another, and fo not affirmable of 
« one another z and in ſpeaking of things, the formal dit- 
* ferences of them muſt ſtill be attended to... Gods Juſtice, 
© and his Mercy, are one pure ſimple Act in him. But he 


P. 


F 
lin. 6. 


39. lin. 6. 
N. 15. 


% 


*that fays, His Juſtice is his Mercy, ſpeaks abſurdly for. 


« 4ll rhar, &c.] 

Whatever differs really, differs alfo formally ; but here 
by formal difference, the Animadverter underſtands that 
difference which is'only formal and not real: Now in this 
ſenſe of the term, the expreſs contrary Concluſion is true, 
That whatſoever things are (only) formally different, are 
therefore” affirmable of one another. The Concluſion the 
Animadverter ought to have deduced from his Premiſes, 
is, That Mind, Wiz 
formally affirmable of one another : But it is Falacia a didto 
ſecundum quid, ad diftum fimpliciter, to put the firſt Con- 


om, Goodneſs, (viz. in God) are not 


cluſion 1n place of the ſecond, to ſay, That Mind, Wiſdom, - 


Goodneſs, are not (//mply ) afftrmable of one another, 
becaule it will be acknowledged, that they are not formaly 
aſftirmable of one another. 

Secondly, Whereas the Animadverter tells us, That i» 
ſpeaking of Things, the formal Differences of them muſt ſtill 
be attended to; We need no other Confutation of this Pro- 
poſition, than his own immediate following words, v/z. 
That God's Juſtice, and his Mercy, are one pure ſimple Att 

E | - 


in 
. 
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// 
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in him. His Juſtice, and his Mercy, are formally (or in 
our way of Conception) two diſtin, nay, two oppolite 
As; it is only in the Reality, that we affirm. them to be 
one pure ſimple Ad in him. ; | 

Thirdly, If things only formally different, are not af. 
firmable of one another, there could be no Propoſitions 
but idefrical ones, or at moſt, where the Subje& and Pre- 
dicate are ſynonimous Terms. No man could ſay without 
abſurdity, That the Father is God , becauſe theſe two 
terms, Father and God formally differ; and therefore ac- 
cording to this wiſe Rule of our Animadverter, are not af- 
firmable of one another. 

Has the Animadverter never heard of the Diſtin&ion of 
Senſus Identicus, and Senſus Formaly > This Propoſition , 
God's Juſtice is his Mercy, is true Sexſu dentico, tho not 
Senſu Formal;. 

We are cautioned indeed by the Learned, that-we avoid 
Concluſions which are only true Sey/u Identico, when 
ſuch way of ſpeaking is againſt common Cuſtom, or when 
the formal Senſe carries a formal Oppoſition, as in the 
Divine Attributes of Juſtice and Mercy ; and the reaſon 
they give, is, becauſe in ſuch inſtances the Propoſitions 
fead to a formal Senſe, in which Senſe they are falſe. But 
if we add Senſu Identico, that is, in what ſenſe we under- 
ſtand theſe Propoſitions, then they are true, and conſe- 
quently not abſurd, unleſs a Truth can be abſurd. 
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upon the Vindication of the Trinity, &c. 
CHAP. Il. 


Shall crave leave of the Reader, t& fay thus much in 

general of the Animadverters Third and Fourth Chap- 
ter, wherein he endeavours to prove, That Self-conſcionſ- 
neſs is not the Formal Reaſon of Perſonality in the Divine 
Perfons, nor Mutual-conſcionſneſs the Formal Reaſen of their 
Unity of Nature, That all this is ſaid, as I verily believe, 
without an Adverſary. The Reverend Dean of St. Paul's 
does not once in his Vindication of the B. Trinity, expreſ- 
ly affirm either the one, or the other of theſe Propoſiti- 
ons. He asks no more of his Reader, if 1 miſunderſtand 
him not, ſave to acknowledge, That a diſtin Self-Con- 
ſcioufneſs is a firm proof of the Diftin&ion of Perfons in 
this Sacred Myſtery ; and that a ſingular Mutual-Confci- 


' ouſneſs is an equal proof of the Singularity of the Divine 


Nature. I conceive, That the Reverend Dean never in- 
tended to deny, that the DiſtinAtion of Perſons is in or- 
der of Nature before their diſtin as of Self-Conſct- 
ouſneſs, or that their Unity of Nature is in the ſame de- 


gree of Priority before their ſingular Mutual-Conſcioul- 


neſs ; but only intended that quoad zos, or in our way of 
Knowledge or Conception, their diſtin& Self Conſciouſ- 
nefs proved, or was known to us before their diſtin Per- 
ſonality, and their _— mutual Conſciouſneſs in order 
of our Knowledge, before the Knowledge of their Unity of 
Nature. | 
In the Animadverter's Third Chapter , he endeavours 
to prepare the way, by denying that S:If-Conſciouſneſs is 
the formal reaſon of perſonality in finite, created Perſons. 
A Concluſion none affirms, who underſtands the meaning 
of the terms. It is impoſſible that a perſonal AQ, an Eftec, 
ſhould any ways be the proper, formal cauſe of its efficient, 
a Perſon. 
K 2 But 


28 


Animad. &c. 
P. 51. lin.1o. 


Jbid. 
P. 72. lin. 12. 


P. 72, lin. 21. 
N. 3. 
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But when he tells us, That [** Perſonality is the ground 

«2nd principle of all Action, whereſoever it is ] he is 
guilty of a great Paradox in Philoſophy, and a greater in 
Divinity. 
_- Perſonality is properly the Principle of no Action ; a 
Perſon is the Principizm quod, the Principle which aRteth ; 
Nature is the Principium quo, the Principle by which the 
Perſon as. Perſonality is but a neceſlary condition of 
a Being to enable it to ac, a cauſa fine qua non, which is 
equivocally called a Cauſe or Principle. 

Secondly, Not the Perſonality of the W OR D, but the 
Humane Nature of Chriſt exerts the acts of Self-Conſci- 
ouſneſs, and other Humane Perſonal Ads; the Humane 
Nature of Chriſt has all the Principles and Powers of Self- 
Refleftion upon its own+Afs, otherwiſe Chriſt would not be 
a perfect Man. 

[* That the Humane Nature of Chriſt is not a Perſon, 
« is no leſs evident : Since it is taken into, and ſubſiſts in 
« and by the Perſonality of the Second Perſon of the Tri- 
« nity, and therefore can have no diſtin Perſonality of its 
«own.] . | | 

I. Never was ſo obſcure an Argument brought to prove 
ſo acknowledged a Concluſion. Self-Conſciouſneſs is not 
the formal reaſon of Perſonality in finite Perſons, becauſe 
the Humane Nature of Chriſt in the Hypoſtatical Union 
is Self-Conſcious, and yet not a Perſon; nay, this latter 
#0 leſs evident than the former. 

2. *Tis a received Article of the Church, That the Hu- 
man Nature of Chriſt is not a Perſon ; but how to recon-' 


- Cile this with the Subtilties of .the Schools, is above my 


Skill. The utmoſt their Hypotheſis will allow them 
to pretend to, is, That the Humane Nature of Chriſt is 
not a diſtin& Perſon from the Perſon of the WORD. 
According to the Schoolmen, the Humane Nature of 
Chriſt /ub/i/ts, and is a Principium quod of all its own Adi- 
| ons, 
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ons, equally with the Humane Nature of: any. other Hy: 
mane Perſon ; they ſeem to me to ſtrive to diſguiſe the He-. 
reſy of Ne/torius, by faying, That the Humane Nature of 
Chriſt is not a diſtint-Perſon from the Perſon of the 
WORD, becauſe it ſubſiſts by the Subſiſtence. or Perſo- 
nality of the WORD. Toexplain this a little... ©... 

The Schoolmen, who under pain of Hereſy, aſſert but. 
one ſingular abſolute Subſtance in the Trinity, found a great 
and almoſt inſuperable difficulty ſo to explain the Incarna- 
tion, that only the Perſon of the W ORD, and nar the 
whole Trinity, was incarnated, or became Man. - This is 
an obvious enquiry, W hat it is which was immediately uni- 
tEd to the Humane Nature of Chriſt, ſo as to denominate 
Chriſt both God and Man ? To aſlert,that the ſingular com- 
mon Divine Nature was immediately united to the Hu- 
mane Nature, was to aſlert the Incarnation of the whole 
Trinity, ſince whatever belongs to the common Divine 
Nature immediately, belongs equally to the whole Tri- 
nity; it remains therefore,according to them, that only the 
Mode of Subfiſtence of the WO R D was immediately 
united to the Humane Nature. This Anſwer has viſibly 
many difficulties in-it, which may be conſidered hereat- 
ter : NowTam only to enquire, how it denies the Humane 
Nature of Chriſt to be a diſtin Perſon from the Perſon 
of the WO RD. The. Humane and Divine Nature of 
Chriſt have, ſay they, but one ſingular Mode of Subſiſt- 
ence : Well,grant that poſſible ; What follows 2 The School- 
men fay, that then they are not two diſtin Perſons. I 
cannot for my life ſee the Conſequence. That Maxim of 
the Law, Quando duo jura concurrunt in una: perſona, @quum 
eſt ac fi concurrerent in duobus, may he, as I conceive, ap- 
plied here. If we ſuppoſe it poſſible for one Perſonality ts 
conſtitute two diſtin Natures, each a Perſon, it is a meer 
wrangle of a term, to deny theſe two Natures to be two 


diſtin Perſons ; they have all the Properties of two 
| ſtin 
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| Nin Perſons, they are two diſtin Principia que, equally 


with two other Perſons. 

The Animadverter does not barely alledge theſe (to me 
unintelligible ) Subtilties of the Schools, as the onlv de- 
fence of rhe ſacred Article of the Incarnation againſt Ne/v- 
rianiſm ; but in his third and next Argument, ( to prove 
that Self-conſciouſneſs is not the formal Reaſon of Perſo- 
nality in finite Perſons) He ( unwittingly, I charitably 
preſume )Y has endeavoured to overthrow the defence 
which the moſt Learned and Orthodox Fathers of the 
_— have given us of this ſacred and myſterious Ar- 
ficle. , 

The Soul of man is Self-confctous, and yet not a Per- 
ſon ; therefore, &c. 

If the Soul be a Perſon, ['* then the Body muſt be joined 
*to it, by being aſſumed into the perſonal ſubſiſtence of 
« the Soul, as the Humane Nature of Chriſt is aſſumed in- 
* to the perſonal ſubſiſtence of the a5yoc. Whereupon the 
© compoſition and conſtitution of a man, will be an Hypo- 
* ſtatick Union between Soul and Body ; which, I fuppoſe, 
© no Body will be either ſo bold or abſurd as to affirm; all 
* Divines accounting an Hypoſtatical Union fo peculiar to 
* Chriſt's Perfon, as not to be admitted in any other Perſon 
<« or Being whatſoever. { For an Hypoſtatick Union, and 
*an Hypoſtarick Compoſition, vis. ſuch an one as makes 
* a compound Hypeſtafrs, are quite different things : and 
« this Author ſhall in due time be taught ſo much, if he 
* has any thing to obje& apainſt it. ] 

The Compiter of the 4thanaffan Creed: has in this ſpoke 
the ſenſe of the Catholick Church, [ © For as the reaſon- 
« zble Soul and Fleſh is one man; ſo God and Man is one 
* Chriſt, char z, One, not by Confuſion of Subſtance, but 
* by Unity of Perſon. ] 

I hope, no True Son of the Church of England, nor in- 
deed Candid Lover of the Article, but- will pardon my 

wy : digrel- 
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digreſſion, ( if it deſerve'to be called ſuch ) to vindicate 
this Similitude, whereby the moſt Learned: Fathers of the 


Church have endeavoured to illnſtrate and defend this / 


Article againſt all its Heretical Opponents. 

The Animadverter firſt obje&s, 7 hat then the Conftieatin 
of a Man will be an Hypoſtarick Union, Alas!] How ex- 
tremely afraid are ſome perſons of having the Articles of 
their Faith found agrecable to the common Principles of 


Reaſon ! If by an Hypoſtatick Union, he means that the 


' Soul and Body of Man only fubſiſt by the ſame fingular 
Mode of Subſiſtence, and that nothing but the Mode of - 


the Subſiſtence of the Soul is immediately united to the 
Body, I do aſſure the Animadverter that I believe not a 


Syllable of this ; I do not believe that one Mode can mo- 


dify two SabjeRs, or that a corporeal Body can be termi- 


nated, perfected by.a Mode of an imcorporeal nature, fach ., 


as the Soul is. Figure is a Mode of quantity, and yet to 
me it ſeems unconceivable, that a Giant ſhould be termi- 
nated by the figure of a Dwarf, without any alteration of 


his quantity ; or that a Dwarf ſhould have the figure of a. 
Giant, and yet not altered in quantity : Leſs amT able to - 


conceive, that the Hamane Nature of Chriſt ſhould be 
terminated by a Mode of Subfiſtence which belongs to a 
Dtvine- Nature, 

Secondly, .If the Conſtitution of a Man be an Hypoſta- 
tick Union,then an Hypoſtatick Union and an Hypoſtatick 
Compoſition, viz. ſuch an One as makes a compound. Hy- 
poſtafis, will not be quite different things; then the Hypo- 


ſtatick Union in Chriſt will be alſo an Hypoſtatick Compo« 


ſition, and then the Perſon of Chriſt will be a compound 
Hypoſtafis. Well, and what follows from. all this ? why- 


nothing but a threatning, of the Animadverter's, That in - 


due time we ſhall be taught the Falſhood of all this. But not 
to await his due time, I anſwer, that to ſay, that the Hy- 


poſtatick Union in Chriſt is. alſo an Hypoſtatick Compo- - 
ſition; . 
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ſition ; or which is the ſame, that Chriſt is a compound 
Hypoſtafis, is ſo far from being a Paradox, that it is the 
received Language, not only of the Greek Fathers, but of 
the Councils. Syn. 52. Conſtantin. Can.4q»——* Santi Pa- 
«© tres docuerunt, unitatem Dei verbi ad carnem animatam 
< avima rationali © intelefuali ſecundum compolitionem. 
* Theodori autem & Neſtorii ſequaces , divifione gaudentes, 
* affeftaalem unitatem introducunt. Santta Dei vero Eccle- 
* fa utriuſque perfidie impietatem ejiciens, unitionem Dei 
* verbi ad carnem ſecundum compoſitionem confitetur. Vide 
{ Lib. 3. de 7? 7", hvjus _ yr wrong o_, 
Trin. cap. 3. Chriſt: Domini Hypoſtajin, frue perſonam a pleriſque Pa- 
KR.12-P.232 © tribus dict en an ex — duabus, j- ab Erith 

* Damaſceno, Maximo & ali. ] To which add what the 
Suarez de In- Learned Suarez hath obſerved, [ © Alii Patres licet nou 
Diſp. Q Ga [ aperte utantur nomine compoſitionis, altis tamen, que per- 
4 P. 194 inde eſſe videntur, utuntur, ut adunationis, copulationis ex 
Teid. p- 193- © dyobus, conjundtionis, GC. Ila vero particula, ex, plane 
** defignat compoſitionem. 

The phraſe of the Hypoſtatick Union is moſt oppoſite 
to the Hereſy of : Extyches, who believed that there was 
not an Union of Two Natures, but a Confuſion of One of 
them : But the phraſe of the Hypoſtatick Compoſition is 
moſt oppoſite to the Neſtorian Hereſy, who aſſerted a kind 
of Hypoſtatic Union, that is, an Union of Two Perſons, 
and denied that Chriſt, God and Man, was One Perſon, 
compounded of Two Natures. 

The Animadverter ſhews his skill in this Controverſy to 
oppole theſe two phraſes, and to condemn that phraſe of 
an Hypoſtatick Compoſition which the Church has re- 
ceived. As great an Opiniator as the Animadverter is, I 
believe he will ſcarce have the confidence to fay, that he 
can teach theſe great Fathers of the Church how to ſpeak 
in this Myſtery ; I promiſe faithfully to attend him, when 
ever he begins, 
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*The Soul being a Part, cannot 'poſſibly be a Perſon. P. 75: lin. 4. 
& Foraſmuch as a Part is an incomplete Being, and there- __ 
© fore in the very nature of it, being deſigned for the 
& completion of ſomerhing elſe, muſt ſubſiſt in and by the 
&* ſubſiſtence of the Whole. But a Perſon imports the moſt 
* complete Degree and Mode of Being, as ſubſiſting whol- 
*ly by it ſelf, and not in or by any other, either as a ſub- 
*7je&t of inherence or dependence; fo that it is a dire 
« Contradiction to the very definition and nature of the 
*thing, for the ſame Bzing to be a Part and a Perſon too. 
* And conſequently that which makes the Soul a Part, 
* Joes irrefragably prove it not to be a Perſon.] 

I anſwer, That to be a Part, and a Perſon, in a ſimple 
Perſon, in a Perſon conſiſting of one Nature, I confeſs to 
be contradictious and impoſlible. 24!y, To be the infe- 
rior part in a compounded Perſon, to be in any Actions 
an Inſtrument, a Principium quo (as the Body in the mixt 
Actions of Senſe is to the Soul ) is contradictory to the 
Notion of a Perſon. A Perſon, as ſuch, is the Principtum 
quod of all the Actions which proceed from it ; but to be 
the ſuperior Part in ſuch Compoſition is very compatible 
with the Perſonality of ſuch ſuperior Nature; For ſuch ſu- 
perior Nature may very well retain its own proper Mode of 
Subſiſtence, (if we explain Perſonality with the Schools) 
ſuch a ſuperior Nature retains all the Perfe&tions, all the 
natural Perfetions of a whole and complete Being, is a 
Principium quod, not only of its own natural Actions, but 
of the mixt Actions of the whole compounded Hypoſtaſie. 
Such a ſuperior Nature may be a Perſon, and at the ſame 
time in a large acceptation of the term, a Part, that is, a 
Part as Ariſtotle defines that term, #n «; « tzparz m, \ 45 Ariſt 4. Mer, 
@» oyxalay 7! (Aw* that into which any thing is divided, P25: 
or of which that conſiſts, which we call a Whole; in which 
ſenſe of the term Part, the Learned Petavzns is not afraid 
to call the Divine Nature of the WORD, a Part, /axius 
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Sumpto partis vocabulo. Petav. 1ib.z. de Trin. cap. 3. ſef.12. 
P- 232. 
[I muſt paſs over the Animadverter's boldneſs in deter- 
mining, That a Part ſubſiſts by the ſubſiſtence of the 
Whole, which is very near aſſerting an Hypoſtatical Union 
of every ſubſtantial part: Others whoembrace theſe Scho. 
laſtical Subtleties, chuſe rather to aſſert, 'That a Part fub- 
ſiſts by a partial ſubſiſtence, and that the ſubſiitence of the 
Whole is compounded of the ſubſiſtcnee of the Parts. ] 
[ So when the Aninadverter tells us, that a Perſon does 
6 not ſubſiſt in any other as a ſubject of dependence ;j I muſt 
crave his pardon; for I thought before, that every Creature 
ſ had ſubſiſted in God as a ſubjet on whom we depended, 
that in him we live, and move, and have our Being. 
P.75.lin.16, [ © If the Soul in the compoſition of a man's Perſon, 
N.6. © werean entire Perſon it ſelf, and, as ſuch, concurred with 
*the Body towards the conſtitution of the Man, then a 
* Man would be an imperfe&, accidental, and not a per- 
* fect natural compound. He would be that which Phi- 
< loſophy calls /num per Accidens, that is, a thing made 
* upof two ſuch Beings, as cannot perfely coaleſce into 
© one. | | 
Mutatis mutandis , this is the Great Socinian Objefion 
againſt the Incarnation of the Son of God, That Infinite 
any Finite cannot perfealy coaleſce and unite into One ; 
that God and Man, vr2>f7%, is the name of the moſt un- 
natural compound and mixture. 
The ſame Anſwer will ſatisfy both ObjeCions. 
To confound the two Natures of God and Man, or of 
Soul and Body, would confeſſedly make the moſt unnatu- 
ril compound and mixture: But we maintain an Untonin 
both Caſes, and not a Confuſion. 
The Divine Nature retains all the PerfeQions of a Divine 
Perſon in the Compoſition ; and the Human Nature by the 


Compoſition loſes none of the natural pericAions of the 
Human 
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Human Nature. It cannot indeed properly be called by the 
metaphyſical name of a ſuppofirum, as becoming an Inſtru- 
ment, a prixcipium quo to the ſuperior Divine Nature; but 
then thereby it becomes capable of being an Inſtrument in 
the nobleſt Ads of the Mediatorial Office, which fulfiſting 
by it ſelf, it was uncapable of. + 

So the Soul in the Conſtitution of Man retains all the 
PerfeAtions of a ſeparate intelleual ſuppoſitum ; nor did 
any Philoſoper ever aſſert that an Human Body was more 
imperfe than a Stone, notwithſtanding this latter is a ſup- 
fofitum, and the former not. The Human Body by the 
Compoſition is an Inſtrument, a Principium quo to the Soul, 
an [nſtrument in the mixt Actions of Senſe, which, of it 
ſelf, it was uncapable of, And if a Stone could ſpeak, it 
would never complain, if God ſhould miraculouſly change 
it into an Human Body, notwithſtanding the compleatneſs 
of a ſuppoſitum, and the incompleatneſs of an Inferior Na- 
ture in an Hypoſtatick Compoſition. 

Secondly, The Animadverter miſtakes, that which Philo- 
ſophers call 7num per Accidens, for that is, when two Be- 
ings which differ toro Genere ( as Subſtance and Accident) 
are united. Such an Union, fay they, is accidental, and 
conſequently the Compoſitum, not Vnum per ſe, but Vnum 
per Accidens: Or, when two Compleat Beings are united, 
as1n all Artificial Works, where each part is a diſtin ſup- 
+," which is more properly called Aggregatum per Ac- 
cidens. 

But the Divine and Human Nature, the Soul and Body, 
differ not foto Genere; each are Subſtances, and ſo are capa- 
ble of a ſubſtantial Union, which ſuffices ro denominate 
the Compoſitum, num per ſe, and not num per Accidens. 

Again, The Divine Nature is, and remiins compleat in 
the Compoſition ; the Humane Nature ſubſiſts ad mdam 
partis, in the nature of a part of an Inſtrument in the Com- 
polition. 
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So is the Soul compleat, and the Human Body the In- 
ſtrument, or incompleat in the conſtitution of Man ; fo 
that according to the ſtricteſt Rules of Philoſophy, both 
the SFrav0pwme; and Man, are Vnum per ſe, not Unum per 
Accidens. | 

Thirdly, As little can I allow the Animadverter, that 
every num per Accidens mult be an unnatural Compound. 
According to theſe Philoſophers, a Learned Man, a Pious 
Man, is num per Accidens ; ought we therefore to avoid 
Piety and Learning, that we may not become an unnatu- 
ral Compound ? | | 

Fourthly, The Union of a Subjet and its Adjund is, 
according to all Philoſophers, an accidental Union ; the 
Adjun@, as I obſerved before, predicated of the Subjet 
more Accidents: This ObjeQion therefore falls ſtrongeſt 
upon his own Head, who denied the Human Nature of 
Chriſt to be a part of Chriſt; and affirmed, That it was 


en Adjund to the Perſon of the WOR D, [Cap. 1, N. 10] 


P. 76. lin. 4. 
N. 7. 


which is in conſequence to affirm, that the SFravdpume, is 
Unum per Accidens. | 

*[f the Soul in a ſtate of Separation from the Body, be 
« 2 Perſon, then it is either the fame Perſon, which the 
* Man himſelf was, while he was living, and in the Body ; 
* or it is another Perſon: But to aſlert either of them is 
*extreamly abſurd, and therefore equally abſurd, that 
* the Soul in ſuch a State ſhould be a Perſon, &c.] 

This alſo is a Socinian Objetion: The Animadverter 
may be ſatisfied, That no wiſe Man will chuſe the later 
part of the Disjunction, viz. that the Soul in a ſtate of 
Separation is a different Perſon from the Man himſelf, or 
that the WORD before the Incarnation is a different 
Perſon from Chriſt, God and Man, or the WORD in- 
carnated. For the Objection is equal againſt both Articles, 
as by a ſmall variation of the immediate following words 
will appear. 
: « And 


_ 


« And firſt it is abſurd to 
« affirm it to be the ſame 
« Pepſon. For a Perſon com- 
« pounded of Soul and Bo- 
* dy, as a Man1s, and a ſim- 
* ple uncompounded Perſon, 
«25 the Soul (if a Perſon 
*:2t all) muſt needs be, can 
* never be numerically one 
«and the ſame. For that 
« differing from one ano- 
&* ther, as Simple and Com- 
* pound, they differ as two 
* things, whereof one im- 
Re: plies a Contradition and 
* Negation of the other. A 
* Compound as ſuch inclu- 
*gding in it - ſeveral Parts 
* compounding it. And a 
«© {imple Being utterly ex- 
*cluding all Parts and Com- 
* poſition. So that if a Man, 
* while alive, be one Per- 
*ſon, and his Soul after 
« Death be a Perſon too; it 
«is impoſſible for the Soul 
*ro be one and the ſame 
* Perſon with the Man. 
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And firſt ir is abſurd to 
affirm it to be the ſame Per- 
ſon. For a Perſon compound- 
ed of the Divine and Hu- 
man Nature, as Chriſt is, 
and a ſimple uncompounded 
Perſon, as the WORD is 
acknowledged to be, can 
never be numerically one: 
and the fame. For that dif- 
fering from one another, as 
Simple and Compound,they 
differ as two things, whereof 
one implies a Contradiction 
and Negation of the other. 
A Compound as ſuch inclu- 
ding in it ſeveral Parts ; and 
a ſimple Being utterly ex- 
cluding all Parts and Com- 
poſition. So that if Chriſt, 
God and Man, be one Per- 
ſon, and the WORD be- 
fore his Incarnation be a | 
Perſon too, it is impoſlible | 
for the Word before the In» / 
carnation to be one and the 
ſame Perſon with Chriſt, 
God and Man. 


Now thanks be to God, this formidable Objedtion of the 
Socinians, and the Animadverter, is founded upon a miſtake 
in Philoſophy, viz. That theſe things which differ from one 
another , as Simple and Compound, differ as two things 3 
whereof one implies a Contradittion and Negation of the other. 
There may be a thouſand inſtances brought to confute this 


pretended 


lib. 3. de Or- 


VideDamaſc. 
ho. fide cap. T©4 
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pretended Axiom. A Man learned, 1s the fame Man with 
himſelf before he was learned, and yet in the Confeſſion 
of all Philoſophers, A Man, and a Man learned, differ as 
Simple and Compound. A Man learned, 1s an accidental 
Compofitum, an Vnum per Accidens, S9 a Man cloathed is 
the ſame Man with himſelf naked ; and yet a Man cloath. 
ed, and a Man naked, differ as Simple and Compound. 
A Soul in a ſtate of S-paration, is the ſame Soul with the 
Soul cloathed with an Human Body. Iam aſhamed to be 
obliged to prove ſo plain a Conclaſion : In an Hypoſtatical 
Union, the inferior Nature is ſo far an Adjunct to the ſupe- 
rior Nature, that what the WORD was before the Incar- 
nation, or the Soul before its cloathing with a Body, the 
ſame each remains after) the Union or Conjun@ion. It is 
in ſome ſenſe a Part, otherwiſe the Union could not be 
ſubſtantial, but accidental. The WORD could with no 
more propriety be ſaid to be a Man, than a Man may be 
denominated an evil Angel, becauſe he is poſſeſſed of ſuch. 

Had the Divine and Humarr Nature of Chriſt been con- 
founded, or the Soul and Body of Man ſo mixt, as to have 
denominated the Compoſtum of a different Nature from the 
component Parts ; then the WORD, and the Sravfpuns; 
could not be one Perſon, nor the Soul and the Man the 
ſame Perſon. But we maintain an Hypoſtatical Union, 
and not a confuſion of Subſtance or Nature. 

That which has obſcured the Analogy betwixt the Uni- 
on of the two Natures in the One Perſon of Chriſt, and of 
the Soul and Body in Man, is, for that in this latter in- 
ſtance, Cuſtom has prevailed with us to ſay, That an Hu- 
man Perſon has but one, viz. an human Nature. Where- 
as an Human Perſon properly conſiſts of two unconfound- 
ed Natures ; (the Nature of the Soul and Body are not 
confounded in the Hypoſtatical Compoſition of Man. ) 
The Learned Damaſcen, ( if I remember aright) gives the 
ſon of this form of Speech, Becauſe we ſee many diſt - n&t 

Perſons 


wt am A was as ._ ue A ” _oc ww yy ogy tom, a ov © wh ,j  3--hy 
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Perſons poſſeſs the ſame common Nature ; whence we fay, 
That two or more Human Perſons are of one and the ſame 
nature. As alſo, That if the Holy Spirit had been incarna- 
ted equally with the WORD, we might have ſaid that 
the WORD incarnate is of the ſame nature with the Holy 
Ghoſt incarnate. 

To conclude, All Philoſophers aſſert, That a t9:um dif- 
fers only ratione from: all its parts united; if therefore it be 
pollible for the ſuperior part in an Hypoſtatick Union to 
retain all the Natural Perfections of a ſuppoſitum in the com- 
poſition; and for an inferior part to be united to the ſuperior, 
without confuſion of its Nature,and yet not as a diſtinct /up- 
pofttum,but as an inſtrumentum or principium quo to the ſuperi- 
or part : It will then evidently follow, That the whole compo- 
fetum,is but one ſuppoſttum, but one Perſon,and the very fame 
Perſon, which the ſuperior part was before the compoſi- 
tion, and that a ſimple and compounded Perſon is in ſuch 
inſtance not two Perſons, but one and the fame Perſon 
diftering (not really, but) modally from himſelf, by fuch 
difference by which a Learned Man differs from himſelf be- 


fore he was Learned. 


[ © And here I ſuppoſe ſome will object, That the Soul in p. 78. 


©* a ſtate of ſeparation is not properly a Part, for as much 
« as it exiſts not in any Compound, nor goes to the com- 
* polition of it. To which, Ianſwer, That an actual in- 
* exiſtence in a Compound, is not the only Condition 
* which makes the thing a part, but its eſſential relation to 
* a Compound ; which relation is founded partly upon its 
* original deſignation, and partly upon its natural aptitude 
* to be an ingredient in the conſtitution of a Compound.] 
This ObjcCEtion lies very obvious, That the Soul ina ſtate 
of ſeparation is a Perſon as fubſiſting by it ſelf, neither be- 
ing a part in any Whole, nor an adjunct to any Subject 


The Animadverter anſwers, That the Soul is then a par? 
notwith- 


Tin. r. 
8, 


© ne le, &, Animad, &«, | 
which is his own Definition of ſubſiſtence or perſonality. P- 34- 
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notwithſtanding it exiſts in no whole, Now in Lopicks, 
totum and pars, whole and part, are Relatives, and mutually 
infer one another. There can no more then be a Part withour 
an atual Whole, than a Son without a Father. Adam was 
originally deſigned by God to be a Father, and had a natural 
aptitude to become ſuch ; What then? Will the Animadver- 
ter, or any one elſe affirm, That he was a Father before 
he had a Son, as the Animadverter here tells us, That the 
Soul.in a ſtate of ſeparation is a part, tho there is no whole 
to which ſuch part can belong ? 

However, Secondly, I confeſs that there is more of truth 
in this Anſwer than, I believe, the Animadverter was 
aware of , viz. That when to be a Part and a Perſon 
are oppoſed as Contradictions, We do not take this 
Term Part in a nice Logical ſenſe of the Term, but in 
a Phyſical ſenſe, for an incomplete Being, which naturally 
requires to be compleated, perfeted by ſome other Co- 
part. And thus his own Anſwer will be ſtrongly retorted 
againſt himſelf, viz. That an aftual Inexiſtence in a Com- 
pound , is not that which abſolutely denies any thing to be a 
Perſon, but its exiſting incompleatly in the Compoſition, its 
Exiſtence ad modum adjun&i inſtrumenti, vel principii 
quo, to ſome ſuperior nature. Now in this ſenſe the 
WORD is not a Part, the WORD is not perfected, 
compleated by the Compoſition. The Soul of Man is in- 
deed compleated, perſeecd in its Operations by the Com- 
poſition, is capable of the actions of ſenſe by the Compo- 
ſition ; but yet the Soul is not perfected in its ( Metaphyfſi- 
cal ) Suppoſitality ; the Soul is not leſs a principium qued 
of its own aCctions-in the Compoſition, than in a ſtate of 
Separation. 

Thirdly, This Socinian Objection falls as heavy upon the 
Socinians and the Animadverter, in the inſtance of a Hu- 
man Perſon. Both will confeſs that the Soul is a Part, and 
Man a Whole : From whence in the Animadverter's words, 
I argue : - *A 


upon the V indication of the Trinity, 6c. 


© A Whole, compounded of Soul-and Body, as Maa is, 
* and a Simple uncompounded Part, as the Soul is, can ne- 
« yer be numerically one and the fame Beirg 3. for that dif- 
* fering from one another, as Simple and Compound, they 
« differ as two Beings, whereof one implies a Contradi&i- 
* on and Negation of the other. A Compound Being, as 
* ſuch, including in it ſeveral Parts compounding it ; and 
« a Simple Being utterly excluding all Parts and Compoſiti- 
« on. So that if a Man while alive be one Being, and his 
« Soul after Death be a. Being too, 'it is impoſſible for the 
* Soul tobe one and the ſame Being with the. Man']. And 
from theſe Premiſes I can alſo 24} [ | 
*there are two diſtin Beings, we do and muſt by all the 
« Rules of Grammar and Logick fay, that one of them is 
* not the other ; and where one is not the other, we cannot 
*:n Truth or Juſtice ſay, that one ought to account for 
* what was done or not done by the other, Tc. ] + 

Let the Animadverter anſwer this, and he anſwers him- 
ſelf, A Simple and Compounded Perſon may as well be 
the ſame Perſon, as a Simple and Compounded Being be 
the ſame Being. Theſe two differ modally, and.not really. 


And now to return from the Myſtery of the Incarnati- 
on, to that of the Sacred Trinity, and to the Queſtion the 
Animadverter is conſidering as preparatory to it ; vz. 
What is the Formal Reaſon of Perſonality in Finite Crea- 
ted Perſons 2 This is, I confeſs, a very proper Enquiry ; 
but there is another as proper, that is unfortunately omitted 
by moſt who. treat of this Sacred Myſtery ; viz. Not what 
that is which ſtrialy and formally denominates any Finite 
Being a S«ppoſitxm or Perſon ; but, What that is, which de- 
nominates 1t this particular Perſon > Theſe are two Queſti- 


ons,. What ſtrictly and properly denominates Adam a Per- 


ſon? And what that is which denominates him the ſingu- 


lar Perſon of 4dam? To be a Human Perſon is a common, 
G y indefinite, 


41 


© That whereſoever p,,, 1n.;. 
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" wc; of Adam to be im 
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indefinite, univerſal Attribute ; but to be the Perſon of 
Adam, is proper to the firſt Man. 

That which ſtriatly and. properly denominates 44am a 
Perſon, is a Mode of Subfiſtence, torale Atrtributum, the 
being « compleat Whale, as the Fathers often ſpeak. 

x That which denominates Adam the particular Perſon of 
Adam, is unknown to us; that which the Schoolmen call 
Hacceity, cannot be defined. Ancients and Moderns ſup- 


| ply the place of the Individuating difference, by a ColleRi: 


on of Accidents (fays Porphyry) ; by the repra f urrapte- 


| 6s, the Perſonal Properties , ſay the Ancient Fathers. It 


is, ys the Author of Expofitio Fidei, the repo; f Uunragts- 
F incty formed by the Nah a 
God, to þe the Husband of Eve, the Firſt Man, the Father 

of Cain, Abel, Seth, &c. | 
Again ; fince the Formal Cauſe of any thing 


w—n—n—_—_ Rs ONES COMTMMuN- 
ter denominavi 8 ſuis formis, 
fieut album ab albedine, & he- 
wo ab humanitate ; quare om- 
we illud, « que alignid denomi- 
natur, quantum ad hoc, habit 
habitudinem forme. Ut þ di- 
cam, iſte eft indutus weſflimen- 
to, ifle ablativus conflyuitur in 
-- habitudine cauſa formatis , 
quamvis non fit forms. Aquins 
- 3. Par. Q. 37. Arr. 2. 


* Porphyr. Introd. ad A+ 
riſt. Organon. cap. 2. 


uy, 


denominates that thing , of which it is the 
Formal Cauſe; hence from what any thing is 
denominated, that thing is conceived by us 
in the ſimilitude of a Formal Cauſe, nay, and 
often ſo ſtiled. In which ſenſe * Porphyry fays, 
arojuce SN MMnlay Tz ToaUTE , On (5 (Qormmor 
ouviamuy Uxg.owv, wy 7) alegniong. &x ar im ans 
my ore T0 aut) wore, That Singulars 
or Individuals are fo called, for that each is 
conſtituted by ( certain) Properties, the 
ColleQRion of which is in no other Individual. 
Not that a Property, or Proprium, is a Form, 


or Differentia , but becauſe it ſupplies the place of ſuch, 
in the imperfe deſcription of Individuals. 
To apply this to the Divine Perſons, *ris a double En- 
hat denominates the Father a Perſon ; and what 
enominates him the Perſon of the Father. Subſiſtence, 
totale Attributum, denominates the Father a Perſon, which 
15 a common Attribute to Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. 


Pater- 


Le | 


ſes -— as Pong —_— a  — Gwe ad x WW. 
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Paternity, to be unbegotten, to ſend his Son, &c. denomi- 
nates him the particular Perſon of the Father. 


This laſt Queſtion is what the Fathers were chiefly con- 


cerned in. The Noetianifts, the Patri-Paſſianiſts, rarely di- 
ſputed the Perſonality of Father, Son, and 'Holy-Ghoſk, 
None who underſtand the meaning of the Term,can deny, 


that Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt are each of them a pro» _ 


per Perſon, if he acknowledges that each of them is pro- 
perly God. None can imagine that that Being which is 
God, is either an Accident, a Part, or, to lens the Ant» 
madverter, . an Adjun& to any other Being, Thoſe only 
deny the Perſonality, who eſteem the Son and Holy Spirit, 
that 15, each of them, not properly God, but ſomething 
in God, the Perſonal Word or Wiſdom of God the Father, 
or his Perſonal Power. 

This was the great Controverted Debate, Whether the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, that is, whether Each of 
them was a Diſtind Perſon > and conſequently whether 
they were Three Perſons > Now Paternity, fay the Anci- 
ent Fathers, in this fenſe conſtituted the Father a d:/indt 
Divine Perſon : The Schoolmen change the Queſtion, and 
ſay, That it conſtituted him a: Perſon : In the ſame ſenſe, 
Filiation, - according to the Ancients, conſtituted the Son 
a diſtint Perſen; and Proceſſion, San&ification, conſtitu- 
ted the Holy Spirit a di/tin Perſon from Father and Son. 

This Obſervation will be of great uſe to any one who 


ſhall read the Ancients concerning the Perſonality of Fa- 


ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. 
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[ 7 Oc reve 5. When the terms [Cauſe, formal Rea- 
* fon, (conſtituent or produttive Principle, and 
* the like] are uſed about the Divine Nature and Perſons, 
© they are not to be underſtood, as applicable to them, in 
© the ſtrict and proper ſignification of the ſaid Terms; but 
© only by way of Analogy, as really meaning no more than 
& 2 cauſal or neceſſary dependance of one Notion or Coxce 
*zus Objeftons upon another; ſo that it is impoſlible for 
* the Mind to conceive diſtinly of the one, but as depen- 
«* ding upon, or proceeding from the other. ] Compare this 
with his firſt Conſideration. [ © That the naturat Order 
« of Prixs and Peſterius, founded in the univerſal Reaſon of 
*things (according to which, the Conception of one thin 
T pokes and depends upon the Conception of mother] 
< makes no Prizs or Poſterius, and yet is by no means to 
©*be contradicted or confounded in our diſcourſing of 
«God] | 

This the Animadverter lays down as a Rule to guide 
our Diſcourſes concerning the Divine Perſons. To which 
I anſwer. | | 

Firſt, That theſe Conſiderations contain a dire Hereſy, 
the expreſs Hereſy of Sabebins. 

Secondly, That' the Animadverter himſelf notoriouſly 
_ theſe Rules, even where he ought. to have kept 
them. 

- Firſt, It is the dire Hereſy of Sabe/ins to aſſert, That 
there is no Prius and Poſterius between the Divine Per- 
ſons. 

"" The Compiler of the Athavafran Creed denies a Prius or 


\ Poſterius in the Trinity, in reference to Duration or Time 


they are all three Co-cternal. But to deny a Prius and 
Poſterius 


Fe 0 oo 


upon the Vindication of the Trinity, &c, / —— 
Pefterius in Original, is to deny that there 'is'a Father and 7 1 
Son in OT. | —_— < vi 
Again, it is very pleaſant for the Animadverter to tell us,/"*.< «© 5/* 
That this Prius and Poſterius is founded in the @niverſal 6p 'v ries 
Reaſon of things,and yet denies it in the Divine Nature. As 
if Univerſal Reaſon did not reach infinite as well as finite 
Nature. I ſuppoſe he means, That there is a natural Or- 
der of Prius and Poſterius founded in the particular reafon 
of finite Natures, which makes no Prius or Poſterius in the 
infinite Divine Nature. | 
| And it is as pleafant to hear him telling us, That this 
natural Order of Prius and Pofterius muſt not be contra- 
diced in our diſcourſing of God; when in the very imme- 
diate preceding words , himſelf had contradiQted it, and _, 14, 
affirmed, that there was no Frey ye Po erjus inthe Dix ff 
vine Nature. |< del ads "tro, +a £ 
| Secondly, Himſelf moſt ſhamefully confounds this Nas YA A þ 
ral Order of Prius and Poflerius, when he aſſerts p. 98777 -:(n + 5 
That the Father is formally conflituted a Perſon by his own PL > 
perſonal A of Generation. P. 249. That perſonal Proper-" $ > f 
ties are properly Perſonalities. P. 250. That the Relation 
and Mode of Subfiſtence make but one fingle indivifiBle Mode 
fi ER 
Ci 


of Being : Tet, ſays the Animadverter in the next imme- 
diate words , according to the Natural Order of conceiving 
things, we muſt conceive of the Subſiſtence as precedent to the 
Relation : For as much as Human Reaſon confiders things fim- 
ply as ſubſiſting , before it can confider them as related to one 
another, | 
The meaning of all this is, That theſe are Rules, when 
he hopes that he can confute the Dean of St. Pauls. 
Self-Conſciouſneſs cannot be Subſiſtence, becauſe according 
to the natural Order of conceiving things, we muſt con- 
ceive of the Subſiſtence before the Self Conſciouſneſs. Self- 
Conſciouſneſs cannot be the formal Reaſon of Perſonality ; 
for as much as it is a Perſonal AQ, one property of = 
Perſon 


P. 94. lin 25. 
N. 2. 
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Perſon already conſtituted. Theſe are Demonſtrations a» 

ainſt the Dean of Sr. Pau/s. What pity was it, that the 
Doan of St. Pax!'s never afſerted this once in all his Book, 
for then it would have been allowed the Animadverter , 
that in one ſingle Article, he had been too hard for the 
Dean. But why are not theſe Rules to himſelf? Is not 
Generation as much a perſonal AR, as Self-Conſciouſneſs ? 
Is not the Attribute of being a Father, one property of a 
Perſon already conſtituted ? Is not this Relation founded 
upon, and poſterior to a perſonal Ad of Generation? Can 
any thing, according to human Reaſon, be related before it 
is? I believe the Animadverter in this point muſt borrow 
his own words, and tell us, That his Thoughts and Words 
can reach no bigher. 

Laſtly, The Animadverter denies a Prius and Poſterius 
in the Divine Nature to purpoſe, when he tells us, That 
even Produttive Principles, when uſed in reference to the 
Divine Perſons, that is, Father and Son, are not applicable 
to them in the ſtrit and proper Signification of the ſaid 
term. With his leave, the Father is tritly and properly 
the productive Principle of his Son, or elſe he cannot be 
ſtrictly and properly the Father of his Son, or elſe he did 
never ſtritly and properly beget his Son. The Ariars de- 
ny 2 proper Generation, and aſſert, That the Father is 
an Adoptive, Creative, and not Generative Father of his 
Son. The Sabe/iavs on the other hand adulterate both 
the Divine Generation and Miſſion, and expound them in 
a figurative improper Senſe. Againſt both theſe Hereſies, 


the Church has ever profeſſed a true and proper Genera- 
tion amongſt the Divine Perſons. 

[ * Self-Conſciouſneſs is a perſonal At, and therefore 
« Self-Conſciouſneſs cannot be the formal reaſon of Perſo- 
* nality in the Pcrſon, whoſe At it is, and to whom it 
« perſonally belongs. ] 


The 


upon the Vindication of the Trinity, 8c. Fr. 
- The Conſequence I allow the Animadverter; I only en- 
quire, Why it concludes not againſt Generation, which is 

as confeſſedly a Perſonal Act as Self-conſciouſneſs? 

Secondly, To affirm, that Self-conſciouſneſs s a Perſonal. 
Af, is the greateſt Hereſie to the Schoolmen. A Perſonal 
Ad is an Ad proper and peculiar to ſome one Divine Per- 
ſon, as Generation is a Perſonal Ad proper and peculiar to 
the Perſon of the Father, and diſtinguiſhes the Father from 
the Son and Holy Spirit. Now Self-conſciouſneſs is an Ab» 
ſolute Attribute,and upon that account cannot be eſteemed. 
Perſonal by the Schoolmen. Self-conſciouſneſs is but one 
conception of Omniſcience, and will the Animadverter fay, 
That the Father has a diſtin Perſonal Omniſcience? If he 
does, he multiplies Omniſcience with the Perſons, that is, - /* 
he multiplies the Divine Nature in ſuch Perſon. i Bon 

Self-conſciouſneſs, as well as Mutual Conſciouſneſs, to ; /- {xt 
the Schoolmen is an Eſſential Act : Father, Son, and Holy / "7 
Ghoſt, according to the Schoolmen, as they have but one 27 
ſingular Divine Nature, ſo they have but one ſingular Op: /- ny 
niſcience, but one ſingular Self-conſciouſneF, and one fin- .7 9. * 
gular Mutual Conſciouſneſs. . 1-aa;= M 

Every A& proceeds not only from ſome Agent, but by _- 
vertue of ſome power to produce that At: Therefore a 
Perſonal A& muſt have a Perſonal Power, a Perſonal prin- * 7 

/ of 


ct?) 


cipium quo. The Perſonal At of Generation by the Father 
ſuppoſes a Perſonal Power to generate peculiar to the Fa» 
ther : A Perſonal AR of Self-conſciouſneſs therefore will 
imply a Perſonal Power to exert ſuch AR, that is, a Per- 
ſonal Omniſcience, or a Perſonal Divine Nature. 

Not therefore the Phraſe of Three Infinite Minds, but the 
aſſerting that Self-conſciouſneſs is a Perſonal At, does, in 
oo Judgment of the Schoolmen, unavoidably infer Three 

ods. | 

* The Perſonality of every One of the Divine Perſons is P. 98. lin. re, 
* purely and perfectly Relative z and therefore nothing Ab MN» 

© folute 
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< ſolute [ as Self-conſciouſneſs is ] can'be the Formal conſti- 
* tuent reaſon of their Perſonality ] | 

The Concluſion and Conſequence are granted to the 
Animadyerter. 

The Antecedent, viz. That the Perſonality of every one 
of the Divine Perſons is purely and perfealy Relative, is 
alſo the General Aſſertion of the Schoolmen, as Petavius 
obſerves, Pauciſſimi quidem & Schola Theologi vel opinati ſunt, 
wel probabile judicant, perſonales proprietates abſolutum non- 
nihil habere ;, a quibus merits diſſentiunt c&tert. 

How univerſally ſoever this Concluſion is embraced by 
the Schoolmen, and from them by the Animadverter, [ 
can ſcarce perſuade my ſelf that the Animadverter under- 
ſtood the meaning of the very Concluſion 3 this I am ſure 
of, That his pretended Argutnents to prove this Con- 
clufion, are the greateſt ObjeQions againſt the truth of ir, 
and that he all along betrays the groſſeſt Ignorance of the 
Schoolmens meaning. I will give. the Reader his own 
words, and then examine them. © And that the Perſons 


' © in the Bleſſed Trinity are purely Relative to one another, 


* and conſequently that their Perſonalities are ſo many Re- 
© lations, is no lefs evident from this, that two of them 
* relate to one another, as Father and Son, and the third 
® to both, as proceeding from both ; and it is impoſſible 
** for one thing to proceed from another, eſpecially by a 
* continual a& of Proceſſion, without importing a relati- 
* on to that from which it ſo proceeds ; fo that the very 
* Perſonal Subſiſtence implies and carries in it-a ſormal 
*Reclation. For the Father ſubſiſts Perſonally as a Father, . 
* by that Eternal Communication of his Nature to his Son ; 
* which AR, as proceeding from him, is called Generation, 
* and renders him formally a Father ; and as terminated in 
* the Son, is called Filiation, and conſtitutes him formally 
«* a Son; and inlike manner the Holy Ghoſt ſubſiſts per- 
< ſonally by that A of Proceſſion, by which he Fas 

rom 


upon the WV imaication of the Trinity, &c. Vl 49,. ij 


* from, and relates to both the Father and the Son. So / *; Ob; 
« that, that proper Mode of Subſiſtence (by which in con- *A8 © / 
* ;union with the Divine Eſſence always included in it, ja ot / © 
«* each of them is rendred a Perſon ) is wholly Relative, ,, : 

*and ſo belongs to one of them, that it alſo bears a ne, [3 
« ceſ{iry reference to another. From all which it undeni-7* © 
« ably follows, that the Three Perſons in the Bleſſed Tri- 
«© nity, are in the formal Conſtitution of them Relative 
*to one another ; and conſequently, that the Three Per- 
* ſonalities, by which they become formally Three Per- 
«* ſons, and are ſo denominated, are Three Eternal Rela- 


* tions. ] 

The Ancient Fathers confeſs, That the Divine Relati- 
ons conſtitute each of them a diſtin Perſon ; that they Ent 
enable us to conceive them diſtin&; this therefore is not 

the queſtion. The queſtion is, Whether the Relations W7 "mY 
conſtitute each of them a Perſon indefinitely > Spiration is /: # 
a Relative Attribute in the Father, relates the Father to & F. 
the Holy Spirit ; but yer Spiration is not properly a Per-, fa 4 
ſonality;not properly the ſubſiſtential Form, but a ſubſiſten-/7 © _/#.<® 
tial or perſonal Property. A little to examine the Ani- "YN 
madverter's proofs. 1 by 

Firſt, The Perſons in the Bleſſed Trinity are purely Rela- 
tive: This is too much, more than ever any aſſerted be- 
fore him. A Perſon in the Bleſſed Trinity is God, an infi- 
nite Mind ; but to be God, to be an infinite Mind, are 
confeſledly abſolute Attributes. The Schoolmen ſay, That 
the Perſons in the Bleſſed Trinity are purely Relative: in 
their Perſonalities, that is, purely Relative, ſecundum quid, 
or in one Reſpek. The Animadverter turns the Propoſt- 
tion into a ſimple Affirmation, that they are (in all Re- 
ſpeh:) purely Relative. 

Secondly, The Divine Perſons are purely Relative, be- 
cauſe two of them relate to one anothcr, as Father and 
Son 5 and the third ro both. The Anunadverter knows 
H 129t 
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not the difference. betwixt a Relative Perſon, and a Perſon. 


who ſuſtains a Relation. Adam is related to God, to Fve, 
to Seth ; yet noneever ſtiled 4dam a Relative Ferſon. The 
Perſonality of Adam is not a Relation, but a proper Mode 
of Subſiſtence, which. can never be conceived otherwiſe 
than Abſolute. 

Thirdly, The Father ſubſiſts perſonally , as a Father. 


This is the queſtion it ſelf, and by the Rules of Logick 


ought to have, been, proved, and not ſuppoſed : The ſole 
Enquiry is, Whether to be a Father, and to be a Perſon, or 
ſubſiſt perſonally, be- formally the ſame? 

Fourthly, The Father ſubſiſts Perſonally by 


Paternitas [ ſc. Divina] ra- 
tionem fundandi non poſtulat , 
wrt in rerum naturs fit; nam fi 
aliquam talem fundandi ratio- 
nem haberet , maxime generae 
fi afivam : Ililam autem 


ſed petins eft in ſus genere.r#- 
i0, cur ipſa fit. In que etiam 
Paternitas ila aterns antecelit 
AT aliam Patermiaem, que 

cals Or in terra nominatur. 
Onmis enim alius Pater, ideo 
F Pater, quia generat : Pater 
autem aternus ideo generat , 
. quia per Paternitatem eft cone 
flitutus in ſuo oſt Perſonali. 
* Suarez, lib. 5. de Trin. cap 

8. N. 8. p. 437. 4 


now reſpicit, ut rationem ſui efſe, 


an AQ of Generation. How can a Perſonal 
AQ, which ſuppoſes the Perſon already con- 
ſtituted, be the formal Cauſe of Perſonality 
in the. ſage Perſon? The Schoolmen were 
wifer 1 their Generation 3 they confeſs, that 


if the Father is denominated a Father from 


his AR of Generation, it is. impoſſible that 
the Father's Paternity ſhould be his Mode 


. of Subſiſtence ; ſince it is impoſſible not to 


ſuppoſe a Perſon ſubſiſting , before we can 
conceive of him ating. The firſt Perſon 
of the Trinity, ſay the Schoolmen, is not 
therefore a Father , becauſe he generates ; 
on therefore generates, becauſe he is a Fa- 
ther. 


FLAY you - |} "-Y », uy to 6. 


. Fifthly, Filiation conſtitutes the Son formally a Son ; 
_ that's not the queſtion: But does Filiation conſtitute the Son 
a Pcrſon ? that is the thing in debate, and which the Ani- 
madverter ought to have proved. 

Sixthly, The very Perſonal Subſiſtence of theſe Perſons 
implies and carries in it a formal Relation. This is not fuf- 
ficient to imply a Relation , to carry in it a Relation, ex- 
cept the Animadverter means, that the Perſonal Subſt- 
ſence is it ſelf a Relation. Again, 


upon the Vindication of the Trinity, 8c. F1 


Apain, Subſiſtence in relation to a produdtive Principle, 
(which is all theRelation theAnimadverter here mentions) 
is a quite different thing from Perſonal Subſiſtence, Eve- 
ry Human Perſon ſubſiſts rehtively in Relation to God, his -- _. 
Creator ; but what is this to his Perſonality 2 This does not - .- +:- 
denominate an Human Perſon relative in his Perſonality. 
- The Son and Holy Spirit relate to the Father as their pro- 
duCtive Principle; but-how does this prove them Relative 
Perſons? | | "£200 

[* It is certain, That to be a Father, is a Relative Sub- P. ror. lin. 3; 

2 fiſtence.]- ! ; f - N. 4+ 
_ A Father '(as underſtood in this Myſtery, wviz.- as 1n- 

plying the property of being unbegotten) canJhave no Re- 

lation to a productive Principle. A Father has indetd a 

-Relation to a Son; but rhe natural Order of epnctiving 

things oblipes- us to conceive of -a Perfon: as ſubſifting, b 

fore we can conceive him capable of the At of Genera- 

| tion, or'of the Relation of-a Father. The Schoolmen 

therefore cafl this not a thing certain and evident, 'biit'a 

an or and- confeſs , that unleſs the Father 'be fo! de- 

nominidted antecedently to his Act of Generation,” it is + ain 

poſfible that the Father's being a Relative Subſiſtence or | 

Perſon ſhould be fo much as true. 4 , 

And having aid thus much from the Animadyerter con- © 
cerniog this Subfiley of the Schools, ' viz. the Rdltiveneſs.. .. | 
of the Divine Perſons'in their Perſonalities ;'pive me leive oa hes 
to confider it more generally. | ET 

And, firſt, it is no/ſmall prejudice with me againft the . 
| Scholaſtick Subtilties, that in this material Article, all _ 
_ Antiquity for above a thotfand Years have affirmed the Lc, 
quite contrary , ' 72. 'that to be a Perſon', is*an abſofute &- WY 
Attribute. Perris ' Abelardus ,"Pbrer | Lothar, Hugs de _ A tht 
'$t.'Viftore, ( who firſt ſhewed the way to School-Diyini- wed and diſpre- / 
ty, faith the Learned Biſhop of Worceſter) all agreed with w—_ RI 
'St, Auguſtin, That Pater tiritur ad ſe 'perfona, that the oO 
bi; 2 Father cap. 6, 
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Father was abſolutely , and not relatively, called a' Per- 
ſon. Indeed St. Auguſtin has given us an unanſwer- 
able Argument againſt this Aſſertion of the Relativeneſs 


- _ of this | Attribute of being a Perſon in this Sacred My- 
Cap. 6. x 


* tery. Ep 9 
If to be a Perſon , be a Relative Attribute, as to be a 
Friend is; then, according to the nature of all Relatives, 
the Father when denominated a Perſon, muſt be defined 
by his Correlate, and ſo of the other Perſons ; that is to 
fay, that'this Phraſe, viz. The Perſon of the Father cannot 
fignify the Father, but the Son: And this Phraſe, viz. 
The Perſon of the Son, cannot ſignify the Son, but the Fa- 
ther; for ſo it is in all other Relatives. The Friend of 
s cannot be James, but muſt be Peter, or ſome 
other Perſon. This is a juſt Conſequence of this Scho- 
wock Subtiltyz I need not note the Paradoxicalneſs 
of it. 
. To which I add as an Argument ad homines, to the 
FW nimadverter, and thoſe who follow the Schools, That 
te: D. /.= 6 be a Perſon is as. common to Father, Son, and Holy 
#* Animadv. p. Ghoſt, as. to be God is common to the Three, If there- 
F 4 113- fore this be a ſure Rule, that whatever Attribute is com- 
municable, ts abſolute 3 to be a Perſon will be an abſojute 
| + exim tres Attribute, as certainly communicable. And they ſtrain 
of prſene, come, very; hard to maintain this Scholaſtick Subtilty, who de- 
qued perſens NY that this Attribute of being a Perſon is common to Fa- 
of. >. Aw: ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, fave only in Name or zqui 
win. cap. 4, Yocally 5 and yet this is a juſt conſequence of aſſerting the 
Relativeneſs of this Attribute. 
; That which drove the Schoolmen to this novel and unin- 
| telligtble Subtilty, ſhalt be conſidered hereafter. 
| Piven, [© Arguments HI. If Self-Conſciouſneſs be the formal 
, '5- (* reaſon of Perſonality in the Three Divine Perſons, then 
3 R * © * 1" there is no repugnancy in the Nature and Reaſon of the 
. .® ching it ſelf, but that there might be Three anhes 
|  ®©®Perſons 


a 


OARYys 
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bon the Vindication of the Trinity, &c. 


6 Perſons'in the Deity, as wellas Three, &c. | 
< cauſe this repugnancy (if there be any) muſt be either 
© from the nature of. Self- Conſciouſneſs , or from 
« the Nature of the Godhead. But it is from neither 
* of them. For, . firſt, there is nothing in the Nature of 
« $zlf-Conſciouſneſs to hinder its Multiplication, &c. — 

6 Nor, in the next place, is there any repugnancy on the 
« part of the Godhead, that Three thouſand Self-Conſci- 
« ous Spirits ſhould ſubſiſt in it any more, than that Three 


© ſhould : For the Godhead conſidered preciſely and ab- * 


*ſtratedly in it ſelf (and not as aQually included in any 
& Perſon) is as able to communicate it ſelf to the greateſt 
* number, as to the ſmalleſt.] wor 

This is an old Soxcinian ObjeAion, and' were it of any 
force, it would conclude univerſally againſt the Faith of 
Three Divine Pcrſons, viz. that if we once acknowledg a 
plurality of Divine Perſons, we can give no reaſon why 
we ſtop at the number Three ;z. we might equally aſſert 
Three thouſand, as well as Three.. 

For to ſuppoſe. a Socinian retorting the Animadverter's. 
own Argument againſt himſelf. 

[* If Three diſtin& Modalities or Modes be ſufficient 
* to conſtitute Three Divine Perſons, then there js no re- 
© pugnancy in the Nature and Reaſon of the thing, but 
* that there might be Three thouſand Perſons in the Dei- 
« ty, as well as Three. Becauſe this repugnancy (if there 
* be any ) muſt be either from the Nature of a Mode, 
* or from the Nature. of .. the Godhead : But it is from 
* neither of them; for, firſt}, there is nothing in the Na- 
"ture of a Mode to hinder its Multiplication into. never 
ſo great a number of particulars ; but that there may 


* be Three thouſand, or Three millions of Modes, as well: / 


"as Three. Nor in the next place, is there any repug-- 
* nancy on the part of the Godhead, that Three thous. 
* ſand Modes ſubſiſt in it, or be ſuſtained by it,. any more: 

| than 
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* than that Three ſhould. For the Godhead conſidered pre- 
* ciſely,and abſtratedly(and not as open rapes inan 
« Perſon) is as able to communicate it ſelf to the ereatel 
* number of Modes, as to the ſmalleſt. ] 

Now there is not 2 ſurer ſigo, that an Anthor does not 
underſtand the Subje&t he writes upon, than his bringing 
an ObjeQion', which is ſo plainly and eaſily retorted upon 
his own Hypotheſis. 

The Animadverter cannot anſwer this Objeion in the 
mouth of a Socivian, but in the fame words he will anſwer 
himſelf. - | 

The Faith of a Trinity of Divine Perſons is owing to Re. 
velation alone ; and from thence ex poſteriori, we learn, 
that a Trinity (ae is, neither more nor fewer) of Divine 
Perſons, is neceſfary. 

Three Divine Perſons are neceſlary, becauſe no Perf 
caa be Divine, and not have neceſfary Exiſtence. Again, 
we believe; that there are no more than Three, becauſe God 
has revealed the exiſtence bnt of Three, and commanded 


us to worſhip but Three, viz. Father, Son,- and Holy 


Ghoſt. 

The Schoolmen pretend to prove the number of a Tri- 
nity of Divine Perſons, not from the formal Reafon of Per- 
ſonality ; for what Reaſon can we give, why a fourth Di- 
vine Perſon might not heave proceeded from the three firſt, 
a fifth from the firſt four, and fo i» infiritum, but fromthele 
two Maxims ; L | 

Firft, That there can be but one unproduced Divine Perſox. 
This to me is a ſacred Article by no means to be contra- 
diced; and in this I agree with the Learned Ferry de Gar- 
7auvo, That thoſe Arguments which prove the Article of 
the Unity of God, demonſtrate this Propofition. | 

+ Secondly, . That there can be no more than two diſtinct 
Procefſions, v7z., Generation, and Spiratzon. , 


It 
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upon the 4 indication of. the Trinity; &c. - | 


If the Schoolmen underſtood this Propoſition, That the 
Scriptures have revealed but theſe two Proceſſions, Lentire- 
ly agree with them: But they argue ex priori; A Spirit, 
ſay they, can ſubſtantially produce only by bis Underſtand 
iog or Will ; the former, they tell us, is proper Generas 
tion 3 the latter, Spiration. But I cannot keep pace with Animad. &+; 
theſe Gentlemen, whom the Animadverter commends for p. 116. 
venturing ſo little: It ſuffices to my Faith, that the quod it 
of this Myſtery is expreſly revealed in Scripture, viz, That 
the Son is begotten, and that the Holy Ghoſt proceeds. But 
what either the One or the Other is, how they differ, 
or why God might not have had two Sons, or two Hol 
Spirits, or have produced a fourth Divine Perſon by a diffe- 
rent ſort of Proceſſion from either Generation or Spiration, 
are things above my thoughts and words. 
I approve of that Ancient Anthem of the Church, 


[ Quid fit gignt, quid proceſſus 
Me meſcire ſum profeſſus. | 


far beyond the Modern Subtilties of the Schools. 

[© For this is received Maxim in the Schools, with refe- P.:r3.in.o. 
* rence to the Divine Nature and Perſons, Repmgnat in Di=  N-6. 
* vin dari abſolutum incommunicabile. Greg, de Valen. Tem.1. Rex L 
* p. 874. Andit is a ſure Rule, whereby we may diſtin- ; 
* guiſh in every one of the Divine Perſons, what is Eſſential, 
* from what is Perſonal. For every Attribute that is abſo- 
© lute, is communicable, and conſequently eſſential 3 and 
«* every one that is purely relative, is incommunicable, and 
* therefore purely Perſonal, and fo & comverſo - ] : 

I ſhall crave leave to put this Queſtion more largely than 
the Animadverter has done ; and enquire, What it is which fe 7 + 
determines the ſingular or plural predication of any Attri- Fe 


bute concerning the Three Divine Perſons ? 2 8:0 


56 An Anſwer to the Animadverſions 
'The Schoolmen commonly give the fame Anſwer with 
the Animadverter, viz. That a Perſonal Attribute may be 
plurally predicated ; an Eſſential Attribute may be predi- 
cated ſingularly of the Three Divine Perſons. Secondly, 
Thar 2 Relative Attribute is a Perſonal Attribute ; and an 
Abſolute Attribute an Efſential one. 
To whom I anſwer, That the firſt diſtintion concerning 
a Perſonal and Eſſential Attribute is true, but inſufficient 
for the difficulty. Secondly, That the ſecond diſtinion 
of an Abfolure and Relative Attribute is not neceſlarily,uni- 
verſally true. I fay, the former part of this Rule confeſs to 
be true, but anſwers not the difficulty. A Perſonal Attri- 
bute may be predicated plurally, if common to more than 
one Perſon. For all ſach Predications are reduced to this 
received one of the Church, That there are Three Divine 
Perſons. All Effential Attributes may be predicated ſin- 
guarly being equipollent to this, that there is but one 
nce of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. But this will not 
ive us fatisfaftion in our prelent Enquiry. As for in- 
ance. 

It is the received Language of the Church, That Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt, may be truly ſtiled nw Dew, Unus 
Dominus, Unus Creator ; as alſo the allowed Paraſe of the 
Schools, that Father and Son are Znus Spirator ; and that 
it 1s Hereſy to aſſert that Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt are 
Tres Dit, Tres Domini, Tres Creatores , or to ſay of Father 

[ and Son, that they are Duo Spiratores. 
evo I know the Schoolmen aſſert, that Deus, Dominus, Crea- 
C for, are Eſſential Attributes, but they cannot pretend this 
// . {of Sirater ; ro be the Spirator of the Holy Ghoſt is con- 
—Giribes Diving poſitive felledly 2 Perſonal Attribute; how comes that 
adjeQive ſumpra, re##pre= under pain of Hereſy to be predicated fſingu- 


dicanrer in plerali 4 Divivs | ry of Two Divine Perſons, vis, of Fathcr 
Perſonis--— Suarez, lib.3. de 
Tres. cap. 11. n-12.p. 401. and Son ? 


Secondly, 


upon the Vindication of the Trinity, 8 


Secondly, It is confeſt by the moſt rigid of 
the Schoolmen, that it is lawful to ſay, That 


Co S7 

——_— Sic enim Tres Perſona 
refFe dicuntur Divine & Do« 
minantes ac Creantes, & Pa- 


Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are 7res Dezta- 
tem habentes, Tres Dominantes, Tres Creantes 3 
That Father and Son are Duo Spirantes, How 
ſhall we extricate our ſelves out of this difficul- 
ty ? Is Deus an Eſſential Attribute, and Deitatem habens a 
Perſonal One > What difference is there in ſenſe betwixt 
Deus and Deitatem habens, Dominus and Dominans, Creator 
and Creans, Spirator and Spirans > Can the Concrete term 
Deus be better explained than by its abſtract, Deitatem 
habens ? 

It's manifeſt from theſe Examples, that the diſtintion 
of an Eſſential and Perſonal Attribute will not ſolve this 
difficulty. | 

The Schoolmen confeſs this, and therefore give us a ſe- 
cond diſtin&ion of a Noun Subſtantive and Noun Adjective, 
viz. That an Eſſential Attribute, when expreſt by a Noun 
Subſtantive, is always to be predicated ſingularly ; but when 
the ſame Attribute is expreſt by a Noun Adjective, then it 
may be plurally predicated of the Divine Perſons. 

But I enquire, How comes this Rule alſo to hold in the 
Perſonal Attribute of a Spirator 2 Can a Criticiſm of Gram- 
mar make a Perſonal Attribute to.be predicated as an Eſſen- 
tial one, and an Eſſential Attribute to be predicated in the 
nature of a Perſonal Attribute? 

Secondly, This is the very Queſtion, Why two Phraſes 
in Senſe, and according to all the Rules of Logick equipol- 
lent, ſhould be ſo difierently interpreted merely from a 
Criticiſm of Grammar, that the one of them ſhould be Or- 
thodox. and the other Heretical ? 

It's alſo manifeſt from theſe Inſtances, that the ſecond 
Rule of an Abſolute and Relative Predicate is falſe. Deus, 
Dominus, Creator, Spirator, are manifeſtly Relative Attri- 
butes : There can be no diſpute of the three laſt 3 and the 
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ſint unus Spirator., N. 12, 
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Scripture Expreſſions of my God, thy God, our God, your God, 
prove the Relativeneſs of this term God. Beſides, that an 
abſolute Attribute put into an AdjeRive Form, may, as [ 
have ſhewed, be plurally predicated. 

. Nay, if it were unlawful to predicate plurally an abſo- 
M -< F2lute Eſſential Attribute, the Whole Church has hitherto 
3. 57 -< erred, which has never ſcrupled the Phraſe of Three Di- 
 i_—yine, Holy, Omnipotent, &c. Perſons; or in the Phraſe of 
, /the Athanafan Creed, (which all the Schoolmen eſteemed 

"to be genuine) Three Co-eternal Perſons. | 

The Schoolmen indeed were 1nnnitely perplexed how to 
reconcile the Author of that Creed to himſelf; that it was 
lawful to fay, Three Co-eternal Perſons, and yet at the 
ſame time forbidden to fay, Three Eternals in the Maſcu« 
line Gender. Here Thomas 4quinas, their Leader, help'd 
them at a dead lift ; and when he could not bring the Rule 
[ concerning the Diſtintion of Nouns Subſtantive and 
Nouns Adjective ] to this Creed ; he brought the Creed 
to the Rule: And as Peravius ſomewhere oblerves, contra- 
ry to all Rules of Grammar, he interpreted all thoſe Ad- 
jeQive Phraſes Subſtantively, that is, he taught that they 
ought to have been put into the Neuter Gender ; it ought 
to have been mon tria aterna ſed num eternum, &c. which 
Conſtruction the Athanafran Creed will very well. bear in 
our Engliſh Tranſlation. ; 

But I muſt here acknowledge to my Reader, that this 
DiſtinQion of an abſolute and relative Predicate, as the 
adxquate Reaſon of a Plural or Singular Predication in this 
Sacred Myſtery, is much Ancienter than the Schoolmen, 
claims the Authority of the Latix Fathers, who all received 
it from St. Auguſt iz. 

Auguſtin ib. That Learned and Acute Father pinch'd with an Ari- 
= "— an Obj:Rion [ which himſelf calls cal:diſimum machina- 
mentum;] firlt, as I believe, invented this Diſtinion, 
and gave us this Maxim in relation to this Myſtery. 
[** Ruicquid 
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pon the Vindication of the Trinity, &c. 59 


[** Quicquid ad fe dicitur Deus, & de fingulis Perſonis 5 fr- Ibid. Cap. 8. 
* mul de tota Trinitate, ſingulariter, non pluraliter, dicitur.] 
His great Name gave this Axiom Authority with the 
ſucceeding Latin Fathers, from whom the Schoolmen 
borrowed it. 

Firſt, I ballance St. Auzuſtin's Authority with his own 
words, [ © Pater ad ſe dicitur perſona ] with his own argu- 4«z»f. Lib. 
ment formerly mentioned | N. 4. of this Chapter ] which inp ans 
demonſtrates that this term Per/onais anabſolute Attribute ; 
the ſame he faith of Zypoſtafis [ * Omnis res ad ſeipſam 119-- — 
<« ſubliſtit, quanto magis Deus? ] And yet the undoubted 
Faith of the Church is, that this term ZZypoſtafis, or Per/o- 
»a, may be plurally predicated, thar we may ſay, That 
there are Three Divine Hypoſtaſes or Perſons. 

If the Reader ſhall enquire, Whether St. Auzuſtin ſaw 
not this obvious Objection againſt his own Axiom ? 

I Anſwer, That hedid ſee it, and that he choſe rather to 
forſake the univerſal Faith and Language of the Church, 
than to part with an Axiom, he thought fo ſerviceable 
againſt that Calidiſimum Machinamentum, that ſubtle Ob- 
jeQion of the Arians. [ * Magna inopia Flumanum laborat ,, poo. 
* eloquinum, dictum eſt tamen tres perſonz, non ut illud dice- 5. de Trin. 
* retur, .ſed ne taceretur omnino, | which words, if we ſtrip <P: 9- 
them of that Rhetorick wherewith that Eloquent Father 
has cloathed and diſguiſed them , carry this plain ſenſe, 
That though the univerſal Language of the Church has 
called Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, Three Perſons; yer, 
to ſpeak the truth, the Phraſe ought not to be uſed, the 
thing ought not to be ſaid ; we muſt ſay ſomewhat, there- 
fore we ſay Three Perſons ; Nox ut ilud diceretur, ſed ne ta= 
CErefwr OMNnIno, 1 

I ſpeak not this to derogate from the Honour of that de- 
ſervedly Great and Learned Father, but to Vindicate the 
Truth of this Sacred Myſtery. Amicus S. Auguſtinus, ma- 


gis Amica fides. When St. Auguſtin departs trom the re- 
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ceived Faith of rhe Church, it can be no faulr to obſerve it, 
or to depart from him: 

That Learned Father confeſſes, That he underſtood not 
the diſtintion of Hypoſtaſis and Eſſence in this Sacred 
Myſtery. [** Dicunt quidam, & zi | Graci ] Hypoſtaſim, 
* ſed neſcio quid volunt intereſſe inter Vſiam & Hypoſtafim. 

That Learned Father confeſſes the unhappy reaſon of 
theſe miſtakes; he wanted the aſſiſtance of the Greek Fa- 
thers, the moſt accurate Writers in this Myſtery of the 
Trinity, as the Latin Fathers are judged the moſt accurate 
in the Pelagian Controverſie. [ © Grace autem linguez non 
* fit nobis tantus habitus, ut talium rerum libris legendis & 
« inteligendis ullo modo reperiamur idonei, quo genere litera- 
* rum ex ijs, que nobis pauca interpretata ſunt, non dubito 
&« cuntta que utiliter querere poſſumus, contineri. ] 

The Learned Mr. Dodwe/ has laid the fame Charge to 
the Schoolmen, viz, That they were Ignorant of the 
Greek Fathers, and neceſſitated to rely on Ignorant Tran- 
ſlations ; that they were Unskilſul in Critical Learning, 
that they were not ingenuouſly Rational in the proof of 
their Principles: That moſt of Lombard's Principles were 
for the much greater part Tranſcribed from St. Auguſtin, 
that is, originally from the Authority of one private Per- 
ſon, from whom it was derived by the reſt without any 
new Examination. 

AllI would obſerve from hence is, That there is no ne- 
ceſſity of concluding the Sacred Articles of the Trinity 
and Incarnation indefenſible, becauſe the Subtleties of the 
Schools ( built for the much greater part upon the ſole Au- 
thority of Str. Auzuſtin ) ſeem ſoto moſt. 

St. Auguſtin himſelf confeſſes this Axiom of [ quicquid 
ad ſe dicitur Deus, &c. |] falſe in relation to this Term 
Perſon, or which is worſe, That the Phraſe of Three 
Perſons ovght not to be uſed. 


A ſe- 
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A ſecond Argument which I ſhall bring againſt this 
Axiom of St. Auguſ/tin's , ( Quicquid ad ſe dicitur Deus, - 
&c. ). I ſhall take from the Attribute of Exiſtence. -þ / Ch 
Exiſtence is an abſolute Predicate: We fay, that God is, * / 
that the Father zs, that the Son zs, that the Holy Ghoſt zs; 7* #/& * 
yet we cannot fay that Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt zs, but -& FL, *} 
are; 1 and the Father are one, theſe Three are One. Now ,.,£,2 < 
every Novice in Logick can inform us, that Deas ef?, is - Fi 
the ſame with this Deus eft exiſtens; Pater eſt, the ſame 
with Pater eſt exiſtens ; and conſequently Z; zres ſant, the 
ſame with #1 tres ſunt exiſtentes. | 
Here alſo again, I may plead St. Auguſtin's Authority 
2gainſt his own Axiom. He onte ventured to change our 
Saviours words, and to ſay, [ * Qui gignit & quem gignit, 
* anum eſt. ]. But upon ſecond thoughts, he put this paſſage 
into his Retraations, and in his Books of the Trinity, he 4a 
affirmed it to be Sabellianiſm, Hereſy, to change the Verb. \, 
[ © Pluraliter diflum eſt, ego & pater unum ſurmus. Nox enim fuguftin.lib.s. f 
* dixit unum eſt, quod Sabelliani dicunt , ſed unum ſu- © 7" £229: 
© mus. ] 
Thirdly, Unity alſo is an abſolute Attribute. We fay, 
that God is One in the maſculine gender, 5 5 ©e% &; x. Gal. 3.20, » Id 
We fay alſo, that the Father is One, &; *, That the Son Vl 7 
is One, that the Holy Ghoſt is One, in the maſculine gen» al hs. 
der : But we cannot fay of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, {£ -» * 
that they are &s, unus, One in the maſculine gender, but / 
©, wmum, One in the neuter gender, [ © &u » 6 TaTip ty 
* eopky. ; of Tras & 40, ] that is, we cannot deny, that 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt are truly Zhree. 
[ eſteem theſe two laſt Arguments the more, becauſe 
they are grounded on the expreſs words of Scripture; they 
are each ſingly, and much more conjointly, ſufficient to 
overthrow the univerſality of that Axiom of St, Auguſtin,” 


[ * Quicquid ad ſe dicitur Deus, &c. ] 
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But what will then become of the Aria» Objettion > 

I anſwer, That I conceive that Objection a weak So- 
phiſm, and capable of an. eaſy Solution. 

I will give 1t in St. Auzuſtin's own words, [ © Quicquid 
* de Deo dicitur vel intelligitur, now ſecundum accidens, ſed 
* ſecundum ſub/tantiam dicitur uapropter ingenitums Patyi 
« ſecundum ſub/tantiam eſt, & genitum eſſe Filie ſecundum 
* ſubſtantiam eſt : diverſum eſt autem ingenitum & genitum, 
* diverſa eſt ergo ſubſtantia Patris & Filii. ] To this ſenſe, 
All rhe Predicates concerning God or the Divine Perſons, 
are cither ſubſtantial or accidental Predications. Not the 
latter, becauſe nothing is mutable in God 3; if the former, 
then to be unbegotten is a ſubſtantial Predicate of the Fa- 
ther, and to be begotten is a ſubſtantial Predicate of the 
Son : But to be unbegotten, and to be begotten, are con- 


trary one to the other ; therefore the ſubſtance of the Fa-- 


ther and Son are diverſe or different. 

St. Auguſtin ſeems not to acknowledge an accidental 
Predication concerning God ; and it is confeſſed, that to be 
unbegotten, or to be begotten, are neceſſary, and not acci- 
dental Predications of the Father and Son. 


St. Auguſtin anſwers to the Objeftion, That there was | 


a middle Predication betwixt theſe two, ſubſtantial and ac- 
cidental, which was a relative Predication. 

Now it is very true, that there is a middle Predication 
betwixt theſe two, an eſſential Predication, and an acciden- 


————al one. Secondly, it is as true, that-in the Objection of 


the Arias, this middle Predication was a relative Predica- 
tion: But, with all ſubmiſſion, it was error nox cauſe pro 


caus2, to aſlign the relativeneſs of the Predication, as the | 


reaſon of its being a middle Predication. 
The Objeion is a plain Sophiſm, equivocating in the 


phraſe Sub/tantia, which has a double ſenſe in this Myſtery; : 


ſometimes it ſignifies the ſame with Perſon or _—_ | 
ome- | 
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ſometimes the ſame with Effence : in the former ſenſe, the 
Concluſion is ſound and orthodox, that the Subſtance, that 
is, Zypeſtaſts of the Father and Son is different. | 
And the Solution of this Objection is plain and eaſy ; 
A perſonal Predication is a middle Predication, betwixt an 
eſſential and an accidental Predication, and that a perſonal 
Predication may be as neceſſary as an eſſential one amongſt 
humane perſons ; the difference of Sex is a perſonal, yet ne- 
ceſſary Predication, Amongſt the Divine Perſons, to be 
unbegotten, to be begotten , to: proceed, diſtinguiſh the 
Perſons, but divide not the_Efſence. Paternity is neceſ- 
fary to the Perſon'of the Father, but not eſſential to Him ; 


for then Paternity would be common to the whole Tri- . 


nity. 

v. Auguſtin could not have failed of this true Anſwer, 
had he read the Greek Fathers, and from them learned the 
true DiſtinRion of Hyprtafts and T/ta. 

Laſtly, What Rule can I my ſelf give concerning the 
plural or ſingular Predication of any Attribute concerning 
the Divine Perſons ? 

I anſwer, Fir/t, That all plural Predications are either 
equipollent with, or reducible to this one allowed Propoſi- 
tion, That there are Three Divine Perſons. This is plain, 
and needs neither [lluſtration nor Proof. 

Secondly, That all ſingular Predications are equipollent 
with, or reducible to this other allowed Propoſition, viz. 
That there is but One God. 

Is not this the ſame DiſtinRion of an eſſential and per- 
ſonal Predicate, which I have before declared inſuffici- 
ent ? 

I anſwer, That ſo indeed the Schoolmen expound it. To 
them this tundamental Article of Natural Religion, there 
is but One God, is the. fame with this, that there is but 
One Divine Eſſence. But I conceive that theſe are diſtin& 
Articles. 

The 
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Ae A Ch The Unity of the Divine Eſſence, is but the Explicati- 
« [ _ of the Unity of the Trinity, and is not a queſtion to 
A any one to whom the Doctrine of the Trinity is not in 
« "*7/* PO ſome meaſure revealed: Whereas the Article of the Uni- 
ty of God is an Article of Natural Religion; no Myſte- 
ry, but capable of being found out by Natural Reaſon 

alone. 

One great occaſion of this miſtake, was the expreſſing 
the Article of the Unity of God, and of the Unity of the 
Trinity, by the ſame Phraſe: The Unity of the Trinity is 

— ——en expreſſed by this Phraſe, that the Trinity, or Father, 

——Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are Oe God. But tho they are the 
fame Words, they have a different import, when predi- 
cated of the whole Trinity conjointly, and when they are 
part of that fundamental Article of Natural Religion, that 
there is but One God. 

A juſt Expoſition of this prime Article of Natural Reli- 
gion will, as I conceive, give a Rational Account of theſe 
hitherto eſteemed inſuperable Difficulties ; of which, by 

God's Grace, in my Second Parr. 
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N reference tothe ſacred Articles of Religion, we oftight y: « 

to:have a-double care, not only to thiak, but ſpeak 1n- 1, - 
offenſively ; to take care, that our Words as well as our & / 
\Qpinions be Orthodox; and eſpecially ought we'to be '** 
thus cautious in'the Myſterions Articles of the Trinity and © 7! 7. 
Incarnation, where a word diſordered, I had almoft faid a ”* 77,” ,* 
Comma mifphced, may render "us, in the Judgment of fy 6p. 
the warm contending Parties, gaiky of no ks than He- + - FP 
rely. : "7 b = 
'Tis St. Anguftin's Obſervation concerning the 'Myſtery ci. f. 
of the Trinity, "that '[Nec periculofivs alicubi erratur, necTrin.c49.3: 
laborioſins aliquid queritur.) | is no where more dange- 
rous to Err, nor more difficult to apprehend than in this 
Myſterious SubjeR. 

A Wile Perſon will have a great care therefore to keep 
the beaten Path, to ſpeak in the received Language of 
the Church: 

The Learned Calviy gives us his own Experience[Exper.Calvin's 

tus :pritlem. ſum, & wed ak ſepins, quicunque de verbis per- _— 
timacaus litipant , fovere occultum virus.) That they whos. s. 
obſtinately quarrel againſt the Phraſes of the Church, are * 
Hereticks:mtheir-Hearts. It were to be wiſhed, that him- 
(elf had-fuffeciently conſidered this, when in the fame Se- 
Aion, he wiſhes, [©/tinam ſepultz efſent hec nomina, 
viz. Trinitas, Perſona, 'Hypoſtafis, Eſſentia, Conſubſtantialis, 
Gcc.] That the Eccleſiaſtical phraſes were all buried or laid 
aſide, .upon certain conditions he there mentions. 

But there is one thing here eſpecially to be noted, that 
feveral Exprefſions are rejeted by the Fathers of the 
Church, not that they are abſolutely uncapable of an Or- 
thodox ſenſe, but becauſe they are apt to lead to a falſe 
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or Heritical ſenſe; as for inſtance, [ 7» Trinitate datur ali. 
us © alius ſed non aliud & alind.) The rigid'ſt of the 
School-men allow, aliud & aliud ſuppotitam in Trinitate, 
the Axiom is underſtood of alixd in an Arian lenle, of al;- 
ud naturd. 
Again, If ever it be lawful to uſea new Phraſe in this My. 
5 | / ſtery,it will then be lawtul, when the antient allowed Phra- 
"©@NAF ſes are rendred ina manner inſigniticant : when rhreePerſons 
1ef ©/ — are Expounded by three ſomewhar's, or are declared to be 
» -n_* Metaphorical. Es nota 
This ſeems to me to be the caſe of the Reverend Dean 
of St. Paws, by three Perſons in this Myſtery, ſays he, 
Vixticati- are to be underſtood three intelligent Beings, three diſtin 
onof the Tufinite Minds [ © to ſay, they are three Divine Perſons, 
ODE 5%ceand not three Infinite Minds] is Heritical and abſurd ; that 
is, contains the Hereſy of SabeZius, and contradicts the 
Scripture ; which, as the Reverend Dean obſerves, repre- 
ibid. ſents Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, as three Intelligent 
Beings, not as three Powers or Faculties of the ſame Be- 
ing, which is downright Sabellianiſm. 
The Animadvertor laying hold on the Novelty of the 
Phraſe of three Infinite Minds, took occaſion to Write and 
Publiſh one of the moſt ſpiteful and malicious Books, that 
perhaps ever ſaw the Sun: For he is not content to note, 
That this is 8 Phraſe difuled by the Church ; but he calls it, 
Pref. p. 3. a filly Heretical Notion, ſolely of his ewn invention, a noti- 
i>ib. p. 2. on immediately and unavoidably inferring three Gods ; and 
P. 376. [© a Monſtrous Aſlertion, by which he holds and 
« affirms, the three Divine Perſons to be three diſtin Infi- 
*nite Minds or Spirits; which [, [the Animadverter] ſhew 
« unavoidably and irrefragably inferr'd them to be three 
« Gods. ] 
Now that I may render theſe Papers more uſeful to my 
Reader, I ſhall enquire into the reaſon why the Church 
refuſed ſeveral Phrales in this Myſtery, in what _ the 
ame 
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Which would be impoſſible, if there were three Perſons 
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Game Phraſe was allowed, and in what other it was difal- 
lowed ; and more particularly have an Eye to the Animad- 
vertor's Objeions againſt the Phraſe of three Infiaite 
Minds. | 

[* [r being certain, both from Phyloſophy and Religion, 
«That there is but one only God or Gochead, in whichChri- 
« ſtian Religion has taught us,that there are three Perſons.) 

It is ominous to ſtumble at the Threſhold 3 thele two 
Terms God and Godhead, are formally diſtin, and there- 
fore ought not to be Confounded. Every thing which may 
be affirmed of one of theſe Terms, cannot with equal 
Truth and Propricty be always affirmed of the other. The 
Chriſtian Religion has taught us, That there are Three Per- 
ſons in the Godhead ; or, in the words of the firſt Article 
of our Church, in the Unity of the Godhead : For the 
Unity of the Godhead, and the Unity of the Trinity are 
equipollent Articles, and there are certainly Three Per- 
ſons in the Trinity, in the Unity of the Trinity. 

But-if we take this term God, as diſtin from God- 
head, we can by no means ſay, That there are three Per- 
ſons in God, or in one God : The Chriſtian Religion com- 
pels us to acknowledge, that each diſtin& Perſon is God); 


P.116.1.5. 
Fn, 2, 


in God. For how can that Perſon be God, which wants 
ſomething which is in God ; for each diſtia&t Perſon 
has not three Perſons in him. Hence the 11th Council of 
Toledo ; [Nec refe dici poteſt, ut in uno Deo fit Trinitas] 
with the Animadvertor's leave, the Heretick Sabelius, and 
not the Chriſtian Religion taught this Article, that there 
are three Perſons in one God. 
[**It had been to be wiſhed, (I confeſs) ThatDivines hade. 116. Re 
* reſted in the bare Expreſſions delivered in Scripture* '* * 3: 
* concerning this Myſtery, and ventured no farther by 
* any particular and bold Explication of it : But ſince 
*the Nature or rather Humor of Man, has ſtill becn too 
K 2 {trong 
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©ftrong for his Duty ; and his Curioſity (eſpecially in 
« things Sacred) been apt to carry him too far ; thoſe 
* however, have been all along the moſt Pardonable, who 
« have ventured leaſt, and proceeded upon the ſureſt 
« grounds, both of Scripture it ſelf and Reaſon, Diſcourſ- 
* 1ng upon 1t.] 

Does the Animadvertor conſider the import of thoſe 
Words, of reſting in the bare expreſſions delivered in Scrip- 
twre> If I underſtand them, they forbid the ſhorteſt Pa. 
raphraſe, they except not the moſt neceſſary Vindication 
of the Scripture Expreſſions from the falſe interpretations 
of Hereticks. 

Againls this the beſt Defence the Animadvertor can give 
for the Fathers of the Church, who have not only exceed- 
ed the bare Expreſſions delivered in Scripture, but expreſ- 
ſed their Faith of this Myſterious Article, by Sundry ex- 
traſeriptural terms, ſuch as Trinity, Perſon, Hypoſtafis, Sub- 
Stance, Eſſence, Conſubſtantial, &c. Was this only a wan- 
ton Humour in them, au Humor too ſtrong for their Duty, 
a Curiofity which carried them too far > Was this a fault 
and crime, tho a pardoxab/c one 2 When itſerved the Ani- 
madvertor's deſign againſt the Reverend Dean, theſe extra- 
ſcriptural Terms were neither ambiguous, faulty nor impro- 


Aninadv, per, but much the contrary, though now he condemns the 


* 177 '4\-Inventors of them, as aQting contrary to their Duty. All 


are in ſome meaſure faulty, even thoſe who have ventured 
leaſt : thoſe who have proceeded upon the ſurelt grounds, both 
of Scripture it ſelf aud of Reaſon, diſcourfing upon it ; 
which, I am ſatisfied, is his own notion, and not an over- 
wiſe one; that we cannot eſcape a fault, even where we 
proceed upon the ſureſt Grounds, not where we proceed 
upon the ſureſt Grounds, both of Scripture and Reaſon. 
The Arzans of old, and the Socinians of Jate, and ſome 
favourers of them, or who otherwiſe, occu/tum virus fovent, 


in the words'of Calvin, have embraced ſome Falleand on 
retica 
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retical Notion of this Myſtery, are very angry With the 
extra ſcriptural Terms uſed by the Church in this Myſte- 
ry. But the Apology which the Nicene Fathers made for 
themſelves was, Fhat the Arzans and other Hereticks were 
the occaſion of it ; theſe Hereticks Equivocated in the 
ſenſe and meaning of the bare Scripture Expreſſions, and 
the more ancient and ſimple Phraſes of the Church; fo 
that the Church was obliged to uſe new Expreſſions, to de- 


tet the Frauds of ſubtle and cunning Hereticks. The ' 


Church choſe not theſe Terms to expreſs a new Faith by, 
to ſay more than the Scripture had ſaid, but to ſay that in 
ſhort which the Scripture had ſcatteringly delivered in 
ſeveral places. 
(* And ſuch I affirm the ancient Writers and Fathers of 
& the Church, and aſter them the School-men to have 
« been, who withall their faults (or rather infelicities, cau- 
« ſed by the times and circumſtances they lived in) are 
© betterDivines and ſoberer Reaſoners,than any of thoſe pert, 
© confident, raw Men, who are much better at deſpiſing 


« and carping at them, than at reading and underſtanding . 
«* them; tho wiſe Men deſpiſe nothing, but they will 


&« know it firſt, and for that very cauſe very rationally de- 
« ſpiſe them.] 

Firſt, I believe, that the Animadvertor is the very firſt 
Perſon, who commended the School-men for venturing 
little, or for proceeding upon the ſureſt Grounds, both of 
Scripture and Reaſon. 

The Boldneſs of the Schools is known to a Proverb ; he 
that has but caſt his Eye upon Aguzinas his Sums, muſt from 
his own Experience confute the Animadvertor, this Cha- 
rater of the School-men, that they ventured little, puts 
me in mind of a certain Perſcn I once knew, who com- 
mended Ariſtotle for Writing excellent Latin ; I leave the 
Application to the Animadvertor him(clf. _Y 
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The ſecond part of their Character is almoſt as proper ; 
they, and the Animadvertor proceed upon the fureſt 
Grounds of Scripture, much alike. This laſt in his Eighth 
Chapter, wherein he profeſſedly endeavours to ſlate the 
Doctrine of the Trinity, quutes only one ſingle place, 
Heb. 1. 3. and even that he has miſtaken, 

The School-men's Principles were for the moſt part 
St. Awguſtin's Authority, as to the firſt Schoolmen ; for 
the latter generally Tranſcribed one from another. 

A wiſe Man will no more praiſe than he will deſpiſe a- 
ny thing, till he fiſt knows it, and for that cauſe ratio- 
nally praiſe.it ; and not as'the Animadvertor has done, 
praile them for venturing little, and for proceeding upon 
Scripture Grounds, when 1t is notorious, that they were 
guilty of the contrary faults. 

After all, Praiſing the School-men is Diſpraiſing him- 
ſelf and his own Hypotheſis. The Modes of the School- 
men are only ſuch in name; in our imperfet Concep- 
tion of things, the Animadvertor's Modes are ſuch in re- 
ality, but of this hereafter. 

1154 (© Argument I. Three diſtinQ infinite Minds or Spi- 
: & rits, are three diſtin&t Gods, &c.) 

Here I ſhall enquire into the import of theſe two Phra- 
ſes, Three infinite Spirits, and Three Gods : An Explication 
of theſe two Phraſes is ſufficient to ſolve this Objeion, and 

_ , / , { \ndeed thewhole difficulty, | 
/ fo >. 7, The rigid'(t of the School-men allow, That Father 
| 1/4 « ) 
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\£4A-+ 8% Son, and Holy Ghoſt are, Tres i»finitam Spiritualem natu- 

7 0M ram habentes; nor can there be any diſpute, either from 
> #/- Grammaror Logick, that z»finitus Spiritus, and infinitam 
'4 '/ —Spiritualem naturam habens, are in lenle exactly Equipol- 
4- 1 lent,and if theſe two are Equipollent in the ſingular number, 
* (4 Mm T would fain know arealon, why the plural Number of theſe 
4 two Phraſes ſhould not be Equipollent, that is,why tres inf- 


nitz Spiritns, ſhould not ſignity the ſame with tres infinitam 
Spiritualem naturam habentes. 
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upon the Vindication of the Trinity, &c. 74 


If any ſhall obje& the diſtinction of the Schools, con» 
cerning Nouns Subſtantive and Nouns Adjective, that Spi- 
ritus 1s a Noun Subſtantive, and theretore according to 
them implys a multiplication of the form, vzz. the Spirt- 
tual Nature, whereas Spiritualem naturam habens is an Ad- 
jeCtive, and only umnpiys a multiplication of the Suppo- 
ſitum. | 

Firſt, I Anſwer, That the diſtinion is groundleſs in 
it felf, and needleſs, in reſpe& of the difficulty it pretends 
to ſolve. 

Secondly, Allowing it to be true, It only cauſes the 
Phrafe to be les accurate, not as the Animadvertor pre- Vncm 


/ 


tends abſolutely Heretical ; the Phraſes of the _ 2 FI 
fian Creed non tres @terni, Oc. oblerve not this rule; yet 3lad 
the School-mencharge not Athanaſius with Hereſy, with 2 
denying a plurality of Perlons, but choole to fay, that * _ 
he underſtood thoſe Phraſes Subſtantively : the fame fa- 4 arc 
vourable Conſtruction ought a School-man'to make of this of 7 
Phraſe, viz. that Spiritus in this Phraſe ought to be taken if W- 
Perſonally, AdjeQtively for Spiritualem naturam habentes, and , F - Soy | 
then it is Orthodox. X _ i 
But if I will not allow this Criticiſm of the Schools, .{/*' 7 
concerning Nouns Subſtantive and Nouns Adjective, how 
came no Man to venture upon it before the Dean of 
St. Paul's ? | 
I Anſwer, Fir/?, That there is a very good reaſon why 
this Phraſe is not to be found in Antiquity, the reaſon the 
Reverend Dean himſelf gives, viz That though there are 
three Holy Spirits, yet not three Holy Ghoſts, in the Trinity, 
that is, Th&9uaor Spirites, was by the Ancient Fathers Ap- 
propriated to ſignity the Third Perſon of the Bleſſed Tri- 
nity, and conſequently Te/z Thwuzxle, or tres Spiritns 
would accordingly to them have implyed Three Holy 
Ghoſts, ſtrictly fo called. . 
| An 


"va An Anſwer to the Animadwerſions 
And for the ſame Reafon the Phraſe of one Spirit in re- 
ference to the whole Trinity, 1s not that 1 know of above 
once to be found in all Antiquity, and 'that in that bold 
Lib. 5. de Father St. Auguſtin, who was not afraid to ſay of the Phraſe 
Trin. 4. of Three Perſons, Non ut illad diceretar. 
Hom.s. in Secondly, I find Origen quoted for the very Phraſe , 
ferm. (Tres Spiritus David in Pſalmo confeſſions poſtulat. ] 
Amongſt the Moderns the learned Genebrard, a Man of 
| _ great Note in his Time, and of great Skill in relation to 
Gentbrard, this Myſtery, not barely juſtifies the Orthodoxnels of the 
wy ad Propoſition, but declares that it was [:Propofitio vera ac 
b 52. fide ab Ecclafia Catholica omnibus temporibus recepta,) a 
true Article, nay, an Article of Faith, and received as ſuch 
by the Catholick Church of all Ages : The Propoſition is 
thus ſet down by Genebrard, Tres ſunt Spiritus @ferni, 
quorum quilibet per ſe Deus ; there are three Eternal Spirits, 
whereot every ſingle Spirit is God, with much more to 
| the ſame purpoſe in the ſame place. 
. The ſame Anſwer will ferve in reference to the Animad- 
_—_F J vertor's Objection, That three Infinite Spirits are-three 
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res Dei, when it ſgnifies the ſame with tres Deitatem 
ef  bhabentes, with tres Divine Perſone, is Orthodox. + 

| H fares Hear the learned Genebrard, [ Si: mavi dicere tres Deos, 
- 1b. 2: #0; eff, tres Divinas Perſonas, poſſis dicere atque interpretari. 

| P13) Nam vocabulum Deus aliquando ſumitur Hypoſtatice, ac 

| ogg commeat, cum Divma Perſona froe Fypoſtah, 

| | ut cam in Niceno'Symbolo legitur, Deam de Deo, &cc. } 

| But this ObjeQtion ot Polytheiſm againſt the Doctrine 

| of the Trinity, 1 reſerve to be handled at large in my Se- 

cond Part. 

Ang L 1: « My Reaſon for what I affirm, viz. That three di- 

. © ”« tint infinite Minds or Spirits are three diſtin Gods, is 

l, <1 4 « this, that God and Infinite Mind or Spirit are terms 

« equipollent and concertible.] 

Every 
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tion. This term God is a thouſand times in Scripture ap- 


upon the Vindication of the Trinity, &c. , « F3 5 
Every Page of the New Teſtament confutes this afſer-=.>54—## 


propriated to _— = _ _ _ _—_ as : -_ 
and the like Phraſes: The Son of God, the Spirit of God, 
God ſent his Son, &c. But This term Infinite Mind or 
Spirit, 15 not "eaPable of ſuch Appropriation, any more Ara N 
than the Phraſe of a Divine Perſon can be appropriated to 1, 
that ſignification. Infinite Mind or Spirit is therefore more" 1 < 
properly a term equipollent and convertible with a Diving-,, *, + We , 
Perſon, than with the term God. __ © _ 
SIt 15 at one and the ſame God or Godhead P: 120.6. 8c 
« is common to, and ſubſiſts in all and every one of the * 
« three Perſons ; ſo it is true, that one and the ſame Infi- £ 25 & 
© nite Mind or Spirit, is common to, and ſubſiſts in the |” - 4 
« ſaid three Perſons. ] —_— 
This Fallacy is eafily anſwered. One Godhead, and} þ/£ 
one Infinite Spiritual Nature i» ab/trafto is common to the- ©. ..-{(-; 
three Perſons: The Animadvertor muſt prove that this 7, a 
Rule holds of one Infinite Spirit 7 concreto. _— 
God the Father is not God the Son ; God the Father and 
God the Son are not the ſame God in Perſon or Perſonality, 
in the words of the learned Petavius, [ Nor eff igitur Fi- Petev. lib. 
lius idem ille unus Deus qui Pater.) Can the Animadvertor 3: —_ 
believe that Petavius would have ſcrupled to ſay, Nox effp..z. 
igitur Filius idem ille unus Spiritus qui Pater > The fame 
one Godhead by being common to three Perſons becomes 
Deus trinus in Perſonu; in which Phraſe Trines agrees with 
Deus, and not with Perſonu, nor is it capable of that com- 
mon, but groundleſs Interpretation of 7ri-une. God is 
three, and not #ri-uxe, in Perſons. Had Trinus ever ſig- 
nified erz-une, which yet it never did to the Ancients, nor 
by any Rules of Grammar ought it to ſignifie ſo now. 
[If it be here objeted, that we allow of three diſtin p.120.n.7- 8 ; 
* Perſons in the Godhead, of which every one is Infinite, : 
** without admitting them to be three diſtin& Gods; and 
L « there= 
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« therefore why may we not as well allow of three diftind 
< Infinite Minds or Spirits in the ſame Godhead, without 
« any neceſſity of inferring from thence, that they are 
« three diſtin Gods.) 

This Objection is every way to the purpoſe; this is the 
Plea of the Reverend Dean, Zo ſay, they are three Divine 
Perſons, and not three Infinite Minds, was, what the Reve- 
rend Dean could not underſtand. 

Secondly, This is the great Objection of the Socinzays, 
three Humane Perſons are three Men, three Angelical Per- 
ſons: three Angels, therefore three Divine Perſons three 
Gods. They eſteem God and a Divine Perſon terms equi- 
pollent and convertible, they eſteem the Conſequence from 
three Divine Perſons to three Gods neceſſary, immediate, 
and unavoidable. Not one Sociniau who underſtands him- 


_felf, but will confeſs that he can as ſoon believe three In- 


p.120.0.8. 


finite Minds as three Divine Perſons reconcikable with the 
Article of the Unity of God. 

If the Animadvertor can give an Anſwer to this Socinian 
ObjeRion from the Phraſe of three Divine Perſons, which 
is not equally applicable to his own Obje@ion againſt the 
Phraſe of three Infinite Spirits, I will yield him the Point 
he contends for. 

[One thing I muſt note, which to me betrays the Ani- 
madvertor's fear, I mean his not repreſenting the Obje&ion 
fair. The Dean's Phraſe is put down three diſtin@ Infinite 
Minds, why did he not equally ſay, three diſtin Infinite 
Perſons? Why muſt this laſt be expreſſed by a Circumlo- 
cution, three Perſons, of which every one is Infinite > How 
often has the Animadvertor uſed the Phraſe of three Divine 
Perſons, which is the ſame with three Infinite Perſons ? Is 
not this to make a diſtinftion without a difference ? } 

[*I Anſwer, that the caſe is very different, and the rea- 
« (on of the difference is this, becauſe three Infinite Minds 


* or Spirits are three abſolute ſimple Beings or Ellences, 4 
% 0 


upon the Vindication of the Trinity, 8c. 

« {o ſtand diſtingutſhed from one another by their whole 
« Beings or Natures : But the Divine Perſons are three Re- 
« Jatives ( or one ſimple Being or Eſſence under three di- 
« ſtint Relations ) and conſequently differ from one ano- 
« ther, not wholly and by all that is in them, but only by 
« ſome certain Mode or Reſpe& peculiar to each, and up- 
« on that account cauſing their diſtinAion. ] 

This Anſwer puts me 1n mind of a certain Reſpondent, 
who being, at a great loſs, cryed, Nego id, not determi- 
ning, whether it was the Major, Minor, or Conctufion, 
which he denyed. And [ believe moſt Readers will be 
equally at a loſs, whether the 'Animadvertor applies this 
Anſwer to the Premiles or Conchufion. | 
The Animadvertor's Argument againſt the Reverend 

Dean's Afſertion of three Infinite Minds is this : One Infi- 
nite Mind 1s one God, therefore three Infinite Minds are 
three Gods. The Socinians Objetion mutatu mutands the 
ſame, One Divine Perſon is one God, therefore three Di- 
vine Perſons are three Gods. The Conſequence of each 
Argument the ſame, viz. That three Infiaice Minds, three 
Divine Perſons muſt be thrice what one Infinite Mind, or 
"one Divine Perſon is. 

The Conſequence is a Mathematical Conclufton, thar 
three of any kind muſt be thrice what one of the fame kind 
Is. 
Will the Animadvertor deny the Antecedent, that one 
Divine Perſon 1s one God? Or will he deny that Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt are three Perſons ? 

This Objection depends not immediately upon the Rela- 
tivene(s or Abſolurenetls of a Divine Perſon: If one Mode, 
one Accident, one Relation: be one God, how ſhall we a- 
void the Concluſion, that three Modes, three Accidents, 
or three Relations are three Gods ? 

The force of this Anſwer, if it has any, muſt Iye in this, 
that there are not properly three Divine Perſons : the Divine 
2 Perſons 
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Perſons are not three, as three Infinite Minds are three: 
to ſpeak the truth, the ternary number belongs not to the 
Perſons, but to the Perſonalities, to the Modes, to the Re. 
lations. We uſe the Phraſe of zhree Relatives, but we 
mean only three relations of one ſimple Being ; and with 
equal Juſtice, the Animadvertor might have faid, that we 
us the Phraſe of three Perſons, but we mean only three 
Perſonalities of one abſolute Perſon, 

The Animadvertor entirely begs the Queſtion, if he takes 
three Relatives and one ſimple Being under three Relations 
to be equipollent. Adam had three relations, of a Creature, 
an Husband, and a Father, yet he is but one Relative. A 
Relative is not the Relation, but that which has the Rela- 
tion, the Subje& of the Relation. The Perſon of the Fa- 
ther is one ſimple Being, God, under two Relations (of 
Generation and Spiration) is therefore the Perſon of the 
| Father two Relatives, two Perſons? 
® " Again, the Divine Perſons are three Relatives. Why 
A did not the Animadyertor ſpeak out ? Are they three Rela- 
Fe ” Live Subſtances, three Relative Accidents, or three Relg- 
{ 4 «7 tive Modes? 

ot + £7 /} Further Genebrard (and the ſame I believe of the Reverend 

{ for th e Dean) would have told him, that three Infinite Minds or 
W.. Spirits have but one ſingular, individual, Spiritual Nature 
or Eſſence, and therefore, according to Genebrard, three 
Infinite Minds differ no more than three Divine Perſons. 

Laſtly, the difference of the Divine Perſons is not the 
difference of one ſimple Being under three Relations : For 
one ſimple Being under one Relation cannot be ſimply de- 
nyed of it ſelf under another Relation, Adam the Father 
is Adam the Husband, Adam the Creature : the Perſon of 
the Father is the Spirator of the Holy Ghoſt, though as 
he is one, he is not the other; this latter is a Modal, not 
fimple Negation. But the Animadvertor himſelf tells us, 
That whereſoever there are Two diſftinft Perſons, we do wo 
7 


o OO OT PWR Peres IA Tn 


* IR PE IP ma + 


oO TT UT te tpn Oy amps = 


upon the Vindication of the Trinity, &c. 


muſt by all the Rules of Grammar and Logick, ſay, that one Aninedy 
of them is ( fimply) not the other : Which ſingle paſſage, , IG 


overthrows our Animadvertor's Hypotheſis, that the Divine 
Perſons differ by a Modal difference. We have no way 
from Logicks of knowing when Two Beings differ wholly, 
but from ſuch ſimple negation ; a Negative Sign in Logicks 
diſtributes all which follows it in the ſame Propoſition : bur 
of this more hereafter. 

[* And therefore to argue from a Perſon to a Spirit here 


«3s manifeſtly ſophiſtical, and that which 1s called Fa/acza P: 27. 
« accidenty,or(ſince ſeveral fallacies may concur in the ſame * 


*« propoſition)it may be alſo a difto ſecundum quid ad diftum 
«* kmpliciter. For fo it is toconclude, that three Perſons 
« zre three diſtin&t Gods ; ſince the difference of Perſons 
4is only from a diverſe reſpe& between them ; but three 
« Gods import three abſolute diſtin Natures or Subſlan- 
& ces. ] | 
Where are we now 2 this is a perfetly new Topick. To 
argue from a Perſon to a Spirit, is manifeſtly ſophiſtical,it is 
fallacia Accidentu,and falacia a diflo ſecundum quid ad diftum 
fimpliciter. Grant all this for once, how is this a conſequence 
from the former ? why is this uſhered in with a zherefore 2 
The former Anſwer obſcurely denies that there are 
Three Perſons ; this denies, that a Divine Perſon, or 
a perſon in this Myſtery, is a Spirit or God ; and aſlerts, 
thataDivine Perſon is only ex accidentt, or ſecundum quid, a 
Spirit or God. This will make ſtrange Divinity, if we ap- 
ply it to the Father, Son or Holy Ghoſt. The Father is a 
Divine Perſon, or a Perſon in this Myſtery : Will the Ani- 
madvertor himſelf have the-Confidence to deduce the Con- 
cluſion, that the Perſon of the Father is only ex accidentz, 
or ſecundum quid, a Spirit or God ? If the Animadvertor 
does not already know it, let me inform him, that the Ca- 
tholick Faith is, That every ſingle Divine Perſon is eſſen- 
tially (quidditative, as the Schools ſpeak) a Spirit, or God : 
as 
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as fully as every fingle' Angelical perfen is eſſentially a Spi- 
rit or an Angel. And therctore when the Animadver- 
tor tells us in the ſame page, [** That a Perſon here im- 
« ports oaly a Relation or Mode of Subſiſtence , in con- 
«*;unction with the nature it belongs to] he 1s guilty of 
two ablurdities. 

Firſt it is unintelligible cant , a ſingular nature or ſab- 
ſtance in conjunction with the Mode , or a ſingular nature 
ſuſtaining a Mode is uiual : but to put the cart betore the 
Horlſes, to put the Mode before the Nature, the Adjun@ be- 
fore the Subje& is new Philoſophy peculiar to the Animad- 
vertor. | 

Secondly. A perſon in this Myſtery is not in redo a re- 
lation, or Mode , but the ſubje&t of the Relation or Mode, 
a Divine Perſon has a Relation or Mode, the Father has a re» 
lation or Mode, but the Father is not a relation or Mode. 

Arimad, The Animadvertor himſelt tells us , that a Perſon as ſuch 

&c9-321- js a Subſtance, and a compleat ſubſtance, therefore not a 
Moge. 

T6. p. 121. Every Spirit has a Mode, a proper Mode of ſubſiſtence be- 
longing to it, and yet in the ſame place , the Ammadvertor 
tells us, zhat a Spirit u not a Mode of Being. 

3-7. 127 {*The ternary number all the while not belonging to their 

© © infinity, but only to their perſonalities, ] 

Will the Animadvertor ſtand by this Concluſion, that 
the ternary Number belongs only to the Perſonalities ? if he 
does, I am fatisfied he gives up the Catholick Faith ; for 
that aſſerts, that the ternary Number belongs to the Per- 
ſons, as well as Perſonalities. 

If the Animadvertor will confeſs to the Socinzans, that 
there is but one Perſon in the Trinity, I believe they will 
fcarce think ut worth their while to diſpute, whether there 
are Three Modes or not, or whether theſe Modes are to be 
called Perſonalities or not ? 

* [<< One 
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[{** One and the ſame Nature may ſaſtsin ſeveral! diſtin P: 121. 
« Relations or Modes of Subſiſtence.] GI 

A Mode of Subſiſtence in the ſenſe of the Animadver- 
tor, for a Subſiſtential form or Perſonality is improperly 
ſaid to be ſuſtained. Perſonality is- the conſtituent form 
of the Perſon, and not an adjundt of the Perſon. 

Again, Nature when diſtinguiſhed from the Suppoſi- 
tum or Perſon, is not the Subject of the Relations or 
Modes : The Suppoſitum or Perſon is the proper Subjet 
of the Relations or Modes ſuſtained by that Perſon. 

Further, The commoa Aſlertion of the Schools is not 
barely, that the Divine Nature ſuſtains three diſtin Rela- 
tions, or three diſtin Modes ; but that it ſuſtains three 
Relations of the (ame kind, three diſtin& Perſonalities, 
which is the great difficulty. One and the fame Perſon 
may be twice a Father, if he has Two Children, that is 
Natural: But can we conceive, that a Man can be twice 
a Father of one and the ſame Son. This is the queſtion, ., 
how, according to the Schools, one and the ſame ſingular 
Nature, when it is become one Perſon in the Father, by 
one ſabſiſtential form, can receive a diſtin ſubfiſtential form 
without loſing the firſt,and alſoa third, without loſing the firſt 
or ſecond. [ freely acknowledge,that this is to me an inſupera- 
ble difficulty ; and therefore, bleſs God, that to me,the Faith 
of Three Divine Perſons, needs not fo nice a ſp«culation. 

[** Argument IT. Three diſtinft Minds or Spirits, areP. 122. 
« Three diſtin& Subſtances, &c.} "OM 

Tres Subſtantie, ſignifies no more than Tres Subſtantia- 
lem naturam habentes, which is allowed by the ſtrifeſt of 
the School-men. 

Secondly, The Phraſe of Three Subſtances has been more 
or leſs allowed in all Ages of the Church, to be predicated 
of the Three Divine Perſons. 

St. Hillary calls them ſo, fays the Learned Calvin, plus 771,” 7, 
Centies, more than an _—_ times. F- I. Cap. 13. 
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The Greek Fathers underſtood the ſame by the term 
«27052084; in the Plural Number. 
St. Auguſtin confelles this of the Greek Fathers, and that 
he knew no other ſignification of the term Zypoſtafes. 
—_ Anſelmus very plainly, Z7zc nomina ( ſc. Perſona © ſub. 
76ſtantia) aptius elignntur ad deſignandam pluralitatem in ſum- 
maeſſentia, quia Perſona non dicitur, nift de individud rati- 
onali natura : © Subſtantia principaliter dicitur de individg- 
is, que maxim? inpluralitate ſubſiſtunt. 
—_ The School-men acknowledge Tres ſubſtantias incon- 
lib. r. de municabiles. 
Trincap.2 Jta D. Thom. x Part, queſt 30. artic. 1. ad 1. dicit jux- 
Suarez, ta conſuetudinem. Eclefig non eſſe abſolute dicendas, tres 
Metapb. ſubſtantias propter nominis @quivocationem : addendo vero ali- 
=P ' 3+ quid, quod determinet fignificationem, dici poſſe, ut ſi dica- 
mus, tres ſubſantie incommunicabiles ſeu relative. 
Lib. 3. de The Learned Swarez acknowledges the Divine Perſons 
2.4. to be tres res, tria entia [but he thinks it better toadd 2ria 
entia relativa) tobe tria aliquid. 

No Proteſtant Writer can deny them to be tres per ſe ſub- 
fiſtentes, and in that ſenſe tres ſubſlantias. 

Indeed there never had been any ſcruple of this Phraſe, 
had not this term S«b/antia been ambiguous, and ſome- 
times ſignified the ſame with gaz, Eſſence. Whence the 

_warm St. Jerom, Quis ore ſacrilegotres ſubſtantias predi- 
cabit £ Whence himſelf ſays, that there was Poylon in 
the term Fypoſtafis; whereas there is neither Poyſon in 
the one or the other term, if rightly Interpreted, 
P. 123. t [ © And Bellarmin, a Writer Orthodox enough in theſe 
13-4. 13. © Points, and of unqueſtionable Learning otherwiſe, in his 
« ſecond Tome, p. 348. about the end, ſays, that to af 
« {ert, that the Father and Son differ in Subſtance, is Ar#- 
& aniſm. And yet, if they were two diſtin Subſtances, 
for them not to differ in Subſtance would be impoſſible.) 
| Authority 
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Authority is very low with the Animadvertor, when 
he takes ſhelter in Orthodox Be/armin, and lays hold on 
a dubious Expreſſion in a plain caſe. 

Every one knows that the Arzans aſſerted that the Sub- 
ſtance of the Son was not barely different in numter, but 
different in kind, ſpecifically different from the Sutſtance 
of the Father : and how impoſſible ſoever the Animadver- 
tor judges it for two Subſtances not to differ in Subſtance, fl 
the Fathers of the Council of Chalcedox did expreſly aſſert, + / 
That Chriſt m his Humane Nature and we Men ( who are / 
confeſſedly two Subſtances in number ) were conſubſtan- 
tial, Swouwnas: And I am perſwaded, that the unqueſtio- 
nably Learned and Orthodox BeZarmin, if he were. now 
alive, nor the Animadvertor for him, will have the Bold- 
neſs to ſay, that this term 6wognc; ſignifies to differ in Sub- 
ſtance. bs 

Again, the Orthodox Be/armin juſtified Calvin, who 
ventured to Condemn that Expreſſion of the Neceve Coun- 
cil, that the Son was God of God, and affirmed that the 
Son was au7o9%;, God of himſelf. -BeJarmin thought this Dr. Bu. 
only a Diſpute of a Phraſe, Yerbi ſolum & .locutions. Such 77 f4ts 
an Orthodox Perſon, who can thus eaſily part with thes.4. cap.r. 
Nicene Faith, may eaſily find out a new fort of Arianiſm.”7P-439 
For to believe Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, three co- 
equal, co-eternal Subſtances, Hypoſtaſes, was not the Aria- 

»;/m which the Nicexe Fathers oppoſed. | 

[© Since for one and the ſame Subſtance to be common, ,,, 
©to all three Perſons, and withal to belong incommunica- lio-4.0.4 
* bly to each of the three, and thereby to diſtinguiſh them 
* from one another, is contradictious and impoſſible. ] 

This is the Faith of the Schools, that one and the (ame 
Subſtance, one and the ſame ſingular Nature is common 
to all three Perſons, and withal belongs incommunicably to 
the Father, quatemes ingenita ; incommunicably to the Son, 
guatenus genita ; mcommunicably to the Holy Spirit, | 
quarenus 
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See Avi- quatenus ſpirita. This Faith the Antmadvertor declares to 
mad». ©}. contradictious and impoikble; which is, in his own 
p, 160. | "No ; 

- Words, not to be able to ijarbear Writing, and yet not 
know when one writes for, and when agaiaſt an Opi- 
nion. 

f 124. [* On the other (ide, to aſſert two diſtin Subſtances 
lin-8.0.15.% jo each Perſon is altogether as abſurd ; and that, as upon 
© many other Accounts, ſo particularly upon this, that it 
© muſt infer ſuch a compoſition in the Divine Perſons, as 
« js utterly incompatible with the Abſolute Simplicity and 
© Infinite PerfeQtion of the Divine Nature. } 
The Schoolmen, who aſſert an Abſolute Subſtance, and 
a Relative Subſtance in each Divine Perſon, deny a com- 
poſition from hence; for that the Abſolute and Relative 
Subſtance are not united but identified one with another. 
The Ancient Fathers aſſerted, that the common Divine 
Nature and each ſingle Hypoſtaſis diftered not really, but 
only ratiove from each other; as ZZomo and Perrus, An- 
gelus and Michael; in which cales there is no compoſition: 
and therefore 4 major there is no compoſition 1n a Divine 
Perſon. 


P. 124. [© Argument III. One Infinite Mind cannot be three In- 

n-15. <«fgnite Minds; Nor three Infinite Minds one Infinite 
«* Mind : Therefore the Divine Perfons, who are cone Infi- 
* nite Mind (as they are one God ) cannot be three In- 
* finite Minds. ] This is the ſum, in ſhort, of his Third 
Argument, which to ſwell up his Book and make a ſhew 
of, he repeats backwards and forwards. 

This Argument is a meer Fallacy, equivocating in the 
term Mind or Spirit, which is to be interpreted in a con- 
crete, or in an abſtract ſenſe. 

When the Schoolmen ſay, That the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt are one God, they do not take this term God 
in a concrete ſen(e, but in an abſtract ſenſe. Father, = 

an 
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and Holy Ghoſt are not habens Deis 2tem, which is the 


concrete fenſe of this term God, but either habentes Dei- 
zatem in the Plural Number, or Deitas, the Godhead it 
ſelf in the Singular Number. 


So the learned Genebrard, Nata Dei nomen aliter acciph 7 _ 


in his enumtiationibus, Pater eff Deus, Filius eft Deus, Spi- 

ritus Santtus eſt Dens ; aliter in hac, Pater & Filius & 

Spiritus Sanftus ſunt unus Deus. Nam in primis, Deus idem 

quod habens Deitatem, quod quidem Perſong congruit ; in 

poſtrema non ſimpliciter habentem Deitatem ſonat, ſed ipſam 
ins Deitaters. 

Now, the Animadvertor himfelf will not ſay, that zres 
habentes Deitatem, cannot be one, Eſſence; nor that zres 
habentes infinitam ſpiritualem naturam, cannot be one 
Infinite Spiritual Nature ; one Infinite Mind or Spirit in 
the abſtract ſenſe of the term, in which only the Divine 
Perſons are (aid to be one Infinite Mind or Spirit. It is in a 


different ſenſe of this term Infinite Mind or Spirit, viz. in 


the. concrete ſenſe,that we multiply it, and ſay, that three” 
Divine Perſons are three Infinite Minds. 


And this Anſwers the Animadvertor's Fourth Argumenty. 128. 
drawn from the Athanafian Form, which is grounded up-® 7 


on a falſe Suppofition, viz. That this term Infinite Mind 


is neceſſarily a Predicate perfeftly Eſſential ; whereas, whenp: 135- 
it is taken concretely, it muſt be underſtood as a Perſonal"* '7 


Attribute, viz. for habens infinitam ſpiritualem naturam, 
which, in the words of Genebrard, perſon congruit. 


The Animadvertor's Overplus, That the Heathens be-p. 131. | 
lieved God to be one Infinite Mind, cuts deeper than he is*2%"5: 


aware of. For theſe ſame Heathens did as certainly believe 
that God was one ſingle Perſon as well as one Infinite 
Mind : Nay, which is a far greater ObjeQion, the Jews, 
God's own People, not only did, but to this day do moſt 
firmly believe, that God is one Divine Perſon, and plead 
thoſe Sacred words of their Law, 7 am the Lord thy God, 
M 2 Thou 
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Thou ſhalt have no other Gods before me : That all their 
Doctors for the ſpace of two thouſand Years interpreted 
thoſe words in their Natural ſenſe, viz. as ſpoke of one 
Divine Perſon. What ſhall we ſay to this ObjeQion > Did 
God ſuffer the wiſeſt of the Heathen Philoſophers, the moſt 
Pious Perſons of the Jewiſh Religion to believe an Hereſie 
of him for ſo many Ages? Did God ſpeak of himſelf in 
Mo - the moſt Sacred part of the Law in ſuch words which Na- 
Ar 4 © aurally lead to Hereſie? For 7 and me Naturally lead to 
8 fr the belief of one Perſon ſpeaking. : 
£7 © 7 This is the great Objeion with which the Socivians 
A * flouriſh: 'An Antwer to which would be of more worth 
Conſiders than a thouſand ſuch Books of Tnadverfions [ as the Soci- 
tions on ian Conſiderer calls theſe Animadverſions. ] 
co, oh For my own part, I cannot be ſo fond of the Subtilties 
p-23- of the Schools, as for the ſake of them to confeſs ſo harſh 
a Concluſion. 
I do moſt firmly believe, that the Faith of a Trinity of 
Divine Peftſons and the Article of the Unity of God ( as 
it was believed by the wiſeſt of the Heathens and the Jew- 
iſh Church] are by no means inconſiſteat. 
The whole Truth was not revealed to the Jewiſh Church, 
or at leaſt ſo very obſcurely, that very few of them un- 
derſtood it. But yet I verily believe, that what was re- 
vealed, was a moſt Sacred truth. 
I believe, that the God, whom the Heathen Philoſo- 
phers by the Light of Nature worſhrpped, was one Diviac 
Perſon. I believe, that the ſame one Divine Perſoa ſpake 
of Himſelf in thoſe Sacred words of the Law, 7 am the 
Lord thy God, &c. I alſo believe, that this One Divine 
Perſon was the Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 
* Nor does this contradit that common Article of the 
Chriſtian Faith, viz. That God is Three Perſons, as the S0- 
cinians Vvainly pretend, and ſome others unwarily grant 
*bem. 
God 


Mm } we IS ns erm om 


w #3 ww Þ> er bk © kh 


> 


——— 


upon the Vindication of the Trinity, 8c: 8 
God is not three Perſons, as he is Juſt, or Good, or 3; o <1 
Holy, as if three Perſons were Eſſentially included in the -/"-,. jp 
Divine Nature: For then no one ſingle Perſon could by ./ AY 
himſelf - be God ; then there. could not be a Son of God, * \* nd 
or a Spirit of God. / na 
When God is ſaid to be three Perſons, the term God is /-" 7 
taken in a Logical ſenſe, equivalent in Predication to a 
termiuus communis, or a Species, and ſignifies that the 
Divine Nature ſubſiſts in three Perſons, that this term 
God is truly predicable of three diſtin& Perſons : But a 
further diſquiſition of this Difficulty belongs to my Se- 
cond Part. | 
[* The Animadvertor accuſes the Reverend Dean ofp. 135. 
« oiving a ſcurvy ſtroke at the Trinity, p. 89. where helio-7-0.19- 
« [the Reverend Dean ] affirms, that the Expreſſion of the 
« one true God, and the only true God, cannot properly 
« be attributed to the Son nor Holy Ghoſt. —— and cone 16id. 1. i 5. 
* ſequently, if he aſſerts, that theſe terms cannot with 
« equal Propriety be attributed to, and predicated of the 
« Son and Holy Ghoſt, we have him both Arian and Ma- 
© cedoxian together in this Aſſertion. ] 
Firſt, The Reverend Det never aſlerted that the Son 
or Holy Ghoſt could not properly be called the one God, 
or only true God ; only, that they could not ſo properly 
be ſtiled ſo, as the Father. 
The Fathers of the Nicene Council, indeed of the whole 
Eaſtern Church, did expreſly appropriate the Title of One 
God to the Father, and God of God to the Son ; by which 
Oppoſition it appears that by One God in the firſt Article 
of the Creed, they meant a God of himſelf, which is a - / 
Perſonal Attribute, and peculiar to the Father. F A 2 
Our Saviour appropriates this Title of Only true God to” / 
the Perſon of the Father ; and St. Zilary (who was never 1,47. q 
hitherto eſteemed either an Arzan or Macedonian) exprefly 3. de Tris. 
aſſerts this to be Debitum Elonorem Patri. þ 
t. 
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St. Paul has patronized this Appropriation, Epheſ. 4. 6. 
To us there u one God and Father. 

Now for my part I had rather be eſteemed an Here- 
tick [ Arian and Macedonian] with my Saviour, St. Pawl, 
St. Hilary, all the Oriental Fathers, than Orthodox with 
the Animadvertor and Be/armzy. 

I do aſſure him, that I am neither afraid of him nor 


a " BEU 4, the Socinians, I crave no Favour at either of their Hands 


21, 


for this Profeſſion of my Faith, That the Title of one God, 
only true God, 1s a Proper, Perſonal Prerogative of the Fa« 
ther alone. 


[© And as for the Father's teing the Fountain of the 


« Deity, I hope, he looks upon the Expreſſion only as Me- 
«* taphorical, and ſuch as ought nor to be ſtretched to the 
<« utmoſt of its Native ſenſe, for fear the Conſequences of 
« it may engage him too far, to be able to make an hand- 
« ſome Retreat, which I aſſure im, if he does not take 
« heed, they certainly will. ] 


Oratio col- Athanaſius tells us, that we might rightly call the Fa- 


tra grega- 


ther the only God, [ waa bew, i woes ayes, x, paevcs 
194 0:3717e;, ] becauſe he only is unbegotten, and he only 
is the Fountain of the Deity. 

This learned Father has hitherto been eſteemed the very 
Teſt of Orthodoxy ia this Myſtery. The Reverend Dean's 
Notion and Phraſe is borrowed from him, who would not 
have thought himſelf ſafe under ſo Venerable a Name? 

But alas, the World is ſtrangely altered, Athanaftus him- 
ſelf muſt come. to School to the Animadvertor to learn 
how to ſpeak. 

« F hope, he [ that poor Novice Athanaſins ] looks on 
* the Expreſſion as Metaphorical, and ſuch as ought not to 
* be ſtretched to the utmolt of its Native ſenſe. 

I hope alſo, that I may be allowed to vindicate this 
Phraſe of that great Light of the Church from the Excep- 
tions of a bold Animadvertor. $ 
May 
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May I in the Name of Athanafius, enquire of this great 
Critick, which of theſe two words, Fountain or Deity, are 
to be interpreted Metaphorically. 
That of Fountain is- plainly Metaphorical. Athanaſius 
was never ſo weak as to believe that the Deity was a River 
of Waters, and the Father the Fountain of it. 
If the Animadvercor means that this term Deity is Me- 
taphorical, I muſt require his Proof, and not his Afﬀirma- 
t10Nn. 
Again, neither Athanaſias, nor any of the Ancient Fa- 
thers ever intended by this Phraſe, that the Father is the 
Fountain of the Deity, that he was the poſitive Fountain 
of the Divinity in his own Perſon, any more than Philo- 
ſophers ang Divines mean, that God was the caule of Him- 
ſelf, when they ſay, that God is of Himſelf. Athanefius 
added, to avoid the ſuſpicion of ſuch an abſurd ſenſe, that 
he was unbegotten as well as the Fountain of the Deity. 
What then is the fault of this Phraſe of Athanaſius > Why 
alas, poor Athanaſius was unacquainted with the ſubtilties 
of the Schools : He ſaid plainly and bluntly, that the Fa- - 
ther was the Fountain of the Deity ; whereas he ought to | 
have ſaid, That he was the Fountain of the two other Dj- Animady. 
vine Perſons. 4, 00g « 
To ſay, that the Divinity has a Fountain, is to ſay in / 
other words, that the Divinity is begotten, which can | 
neither be affirmed in truth or propriety of ſpeech. P. 159. 
The Divine Perſons may properly be ſaid to be begot-* 5 
ten, but not the Divine Nature. 
But with the leave of the Animadvertor, all Antiquity 
( before Peter Lombard, and the Oxthodox Lateran Coun- 
cil } not conſidering the Conſequences of Expreſſions, did 
venture thus far, and uſed the Phraſe of Begotten Wiſdom, 
ſpeaking of the Divine Nature of the Son. Nay. which 
may poilibly iway more with the Animadvertor, he him- 
{elf has allowed it to be very true, that the Son is an Eter- boy 
ual - IO, 
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-nal begotten Mind and Wiſdom; and I am ſure then the Son 
muſt be an Ecernal, Begotten, Divine Nature, and the Fa- 

ther the Fountain of the Deity to the Son. 
For my part, I like the Subtilties of the Schools never a 
whit the better for charging thoſe Expreſſions with Fal- 
ſhood or Impropriety ; which ſo many great Lights of 
the Church thought both true and proper. | fear not his 
Conſequences, nor his Threats; I do believe with Athana- 
fas, that the Father is truly the Fountain of the Deity to 
the Son and Holy Ghoſt, and that he has no Fountain of 
his own Divinity ; and that his being thus the Fountain 
- » Of the Divinity is the reaſon of appropriating the Title of 
'* .. one God to his Perſon alone : And that though the Son 
. and Holy Spirit are each of them truly, Eſſentally God, 


FE. One God, the only true God, than each'of them may be 
7; 4 ſKiled unbegotten, the Fountain of the Deity, or God of 
FL. 5 g Himſelf. 
bo The Socinions ſay, That the Perſon of the Father is the 
-/ " Fonly true God; (o lay the Ancients, fo ſays the Animad- 
I, ,) Vertor, ſo ſay I : But the Socinians ſay, that this Tirle of 
7 %,; Oaly true God, is an Eſſential Attribute, diſtinguiſhing the 
k A, Eſſence of the Father from the Son and Holy Spirit : I ay, 
C” that it is only a Perſonal Attribute and Prerogative, diſtin- 
guiſhing the Perſon of the Father from the Son and Holy 
Ghoſt, but not dividing their Eſſence. The Animadvertor 
declares, That it is an Eſſential Attribute in common to 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt ; which of theſe Interprets- 
tions beſt Vindicate the Chriſtian Faith, will be more fully 
diſcuſſed.in my Second Part. 


CN 


ce / yet they cannot with any more Propricty be called the 
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CRAP. VF. 


H E laſt Chapter was chiefly ſpent in conſidering ® «. 
* the import of ſeveral Plural Predications and Phra- - 
ſes concerning the three Divine Perſons, and particularly 
of the Phraſe of three Infinite Minds. 

In this the Animadvertor enquires into the Hiſtorical 
truth of this Aſſertion, whether the Ancients believed the 
Divine Perſons to be Intelligent Minds or Beings. This the 
Reverend Dean thought an unconteſted Article to all who 
profeſſed the Faith of a Trinity of Divine Perſons. The 
Reverend Dean was of the learned Gexebrard's Opinion be- 
fore quoted, viz. That this was Propoſitio vera ac fide ab 
Ecclefia Catholica omnibus temporibus recepta; and there- 
fore, as it is uſual in unconteſted Articles, was leſs curious 
in Colleing the Proofs of an undiſputed Opinion ; which 
yet I ſpeak not, as if I thought the Proofs of this Aſſertion 
brought by the Reverend Dean inſufficient. 

One thing however I can by no means omit, that the 
Animadvertor has disjoynted the faireſt Proof of the Fa- 
thers Opinion in this Debate, and treated of it in his next 
Chapter, viz. That Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt were 
eſteemed lo certainly to be three Infinite Minds by the 
Ancients, that they aſſerted Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt 
to be one by a Specifick Unity. 

Now, though I ſhould grant to the Animadvertor, that 
the Fathers did not underſtand ſuch Afſertions in the ſtrict- 
eſt ſenſe of ſuch Phraſes, but only by way of Reſemblance 
(of which afterwards) yet this muſt be allowed, that the 
Ancient Fathers could have had no ſhadow or pretence for 
ſuch an Aſlertion, unleſs they had believed Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt to be three Intelligent Beings, which is but 


another Phraſe for three Intelligent Minds. 
| It 


90 
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It never entred into the Mind of any one Man, who 
underſtood what a Specifick Unity, means, that Ore ſimple 


Animadv. Being under three diflint Relations ( which 15 the Animad- 
&c.912% yertor's Hypotheſis of the Trinity ) was one by a Specifick 


lin. 32. 


P. 


Z/nity. But of this more tn its proper place. 
\ [* The Son is the Subſtantial W.O:RD and Wiſdom 


I $4. 
#0. 29.0.2-6,of the Father, and that-this can be nothing elſe but to 


* ſay, That he is an Intelligent Being or Infinite Ming, 

« And he is ſo, I [the Animadyertor] confeſs : But dyes 
< this infer, that he is therefore 3 diſtin Intelligent Mind 
<* or Berg from the Father > This we deny. and it is the 
« yery thing which he ought to; prove. And it 1s not come 
* to that pals yt, that we ſhaulditake his bare Affirmation 
« for a Proof of what he affirms. } 

It feems the Animadvertor: is one of . thoſe who do not 

wang a Proof, unleis it be put into Mood and Figure for 
im, t 
There is a Perſonal Word and Wiſdom of the Father, fo 
there is of the Son and Holy Ghoſt ; that 1s to fay, the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoft are each of them Perſonally 
Wiſe, and Perſonally AR, The Pcrional Witdom of the 
Divine Perſons is an Attribute, the Perional Word of every 
one of the Divine Perſons is an AR, and not a Perſon. 
But the Perſon of the Son is the Sub/tantial WORD and 
Wiſdom of the Father ; ſuch a Wiſdom which is an Infinite 
Mind, and not the Attribute of an Infinite Mind ; ſuch a 
WORD, who is a Perſon, and not a Perſonal Act. And: 
it is abſolutely impoſſible that both theſe Characters of be- 
ing an Infinite Mind, and alſo the Wiſdom of the Father 
can belong to the Son, unleſs he be a diſtin, a Perſonally 
diſtin Intelligent Mind from the Father. 

This little Particle of is the ſame in this Myſtery with 
proceeding : Of the Father, is the ſame with proceeding 
from the Father. God of God the ſame with God proceed- 
ing from God. Light of Light the fame with Light pro- 
ceeding 
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ceeding from Light. The Son-is the Sutfcantial WORD 
and Wiſdom proceeding from the Father. Now as the 
Proceflion of the Divine Perſons from one another is the 
allowed Proof of their Plurality ; ſo if there be a Subſtan- 
tial Wiſdom proceeding from the Father, there muſt be the 
ame diſtin&ion between this Subſtantial Wiſdom and the 
Perſon of the Father. 


But here comes the mighty Objeftion, That if Wiſdom 05;. 
of Wiſdom proves two Wiſdoms, or Light of Light im-p. 155. 


n, 27. 


ports two Lights, then by the ſame Reaton God of God ,! 
very God of very God, wil and muſt infer two diſtinft 

Gods, two diſtinft very Gods ; which, fays the Animadver- 

tor, u moſt monſtrous blaſphemous ſtuff. 


I Anſwer, That the Phraſe God of God, does neceſſa- $97. 


rily imply a multiplication of this term God in ſome ſenſe 
or other. 

One and the ſame Numerical God (z» concreto) can 
never be God of God, and alſo not God of God. To be 
God of God, and allo not God of God, are contradiQious, 
and therefore can never be verified of one and the ſame 
Subject; of one and the fame God 7» corcreto, of one and 
the ſame God in Perfon. 

Nor is this any Blaſphemous ſtuff, it only proves that 
one ſenſe of the term God is equipollent with a Divine Per- 


[4 


- L, 

ſon, ia the words of Genebrard belore quoted ; Vocabulum chap 4. f. ; 

Deans aliquando ſumitur Hypoſtatice, ac wltrd citrdque conn. 4. © - 4 
C 


meat cum Divina perſona frve Hypoſtaſi, ut cum in Niceno 
Symbolo legitur, Deam de Dev, &c. 

[t 1s the Faith and has been the Language of the Church 
before the Niceve Council, that Deus ef Trinus in Perſons, 
that God is Three in Pertons. 

Aad this is the juſt and eafic Anſwer to that ( dreadful ) 
Objection of the Sotriy/ans, that three Divine Perſons infer 
three Gods, as three Angelical Perſuns infer three Angels, 
viz, That if by three Gods the Sociyians mean that x A 
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are three Divine Perſons, that there are tres Deitatem ha. 
| Bentes, that Deus eff trinus in perſonis, in thele ſenſes in 
{ the term God, we acknowledge and embrace the Concly. 
/ fion as an Article of our Faith, and deſpiſe the weak So- 
phiſtry of their ObjeAion, which only equivocates in the 
term God. 

Ask a Socinian, what he means by God, in that Phraſe 
of three Gods? He will readily Anſwer, that he means a 
Divine Perſon ; and conſequently this Formidable ObjeQion 
amounts to no more than this, That three Divine Perſons 

| are three Divine Perſons. Therefore, &c. 
Juſt ſo does the Animadvertor deal with the Reverend 
Dean: He declares, that he takes God and Infinite Mind to 
be equipollent ; and I will aſſure him, that none will deny 
that three Infinite Minds are three Infinite Minds. And fo 
the Reverend Dean is eternally confuted, or rather the 
Animadvertor ought to be aſhamed of ſo weak a Sophiſm. 
If the Animadvertor, or any Socinian will deal like a 
Scholar, and not like a Sophiſter, let either of them pro- 
duce thoſe Arguments which deny a Plurality of Gods, 
and ſhew that they are equally ſtrong againſt the Faith of 
three Infinite Minds or three Divine Perſons, and they ſhall 
not fail of an Anſiver by God's aſſiſtance, as foon as [ can 
finiſh it; but this more properly belongs to my Second 
Part. 
It is a meer begging of the Queſtion to ſay, that this 
term God is not capable of Multiplication, when it ſigni- 
fies equipollently with a Divine Perſon, or any other equi- 
valent Phraſe, as an Infinite Mind or the like. | 
p. 6c. [* It is one and the fame Wiſdom, which is both z»genita 

. ” 3-32-36 and genita, though as it is one, it 1s not the other. ] 
=_” The Animadvertor, [p. 156. /in. 9.] had declared it to 
be very true, that the Son i a begotten Mind and Wiſdom ; 
Py L and in the ſame place denies, © That the Eternal Mind or 
« Wiſdom begetting, and the Eternal Mind or Wiſdom 
« begotten, 
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« begotten, are two diſtinft Minds, but only one and the 
« fame Mind, or Wiſdom under theſe two. diſtin Modi- 
« fications of Begetting, and being Begot. 

In this place the Animadvertor advances one ſtep higher, 
and tells us, that unbegotten Wiſdom and begotten Wiſ- 
dom are not two Wiſdoms, but only one Wiſdom under two 
ſeveral Modifications ; as alſo that Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit are one Infinite Spirit under three diſtinit Modalr- 
F1es. 

Now, fay I, if this be a fair Solution of this difficulty, 
it is impoſlible for the wiſeſt Perſon to be certain that he 
can count two. | 

For ought any one then can tell, the Reverend Dean and 
the Animadvertor may not be two Perſons, but only one 
Perſon under two Modifications. 

The higheſt Proof that can be brought in ſuch Enquiry, 
is, that Contradiftions may be verified concerning the Re- 
verend Dean and the Animadvertor, that what the one is, 
the other is not. Now there cannot be a plainer, fuller 
Contradi&ion than to be begotten, and to be unbegotten. 

Again, this Anſwer undermines the Faith of the Catho- 
lick Chuch, the Faith of three Divine Perſons. The S4> 
bellianiſt aſſerts that Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt are not 
three Perſons, but one Perſon under three diſtin& Moda- 


lities; which Modifications diverſifie and diſtinguiſh the 
Perſon they belong to, but not multiply him. The ſame 


Perſon is both the Father and the Son, but as he is one, he 
is not the other. New the allowed Proof of a Plurality 
of Divine Perſons is from the contradictory Predicates, 
which may be verified of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt , 
in the words of the Athanaftan Creed ; © The Father is 
* made of none, neither created nor begotten; the Son is 
* of the Father alone, not made, not created, but begot- 
*ten. The Holy Ghoſt is of the Father and Son, neither 
* made, nor created, nor begotten, but proceeding, 


It 
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If this be a good Argamument to prove « Plurality of 
Divine Perſons, I deſire to know, why an unbegotten and 
begotten Wiſdom are not equally two Wiſdoms? 

The Moderns, who follow the Schoolmen, ſay indeed 
the ſame thing with the Animadvertor, that it is one and 
the {ame ſingular Wiſdom which is both unbegotten and 
begotten ; that is, one Wiſdom under two' diſtinct Modi- 
fications : But then they underſtand themſelves better, than 
to ſay, That it u very true, that the Son u a begotten Wiſe 
dom. They ſay, that Begotten Wiſdom is to be underſtood 
in an improper fenſe, and confequently that the Contra- 
diction is only in words, and not in reality. | 

According to the Schoolmen, the Son is nnbegotten 
Wiſdom. The Wiſdom of the Son is equally unbegotten 
with the Wiſdom of the Father, and that Propoſition, the 
Son is begotten Wildom, 1s only true according to them, 


ſenſu reduplicativo, viz. That the Son who 1s begotten, is 


alſo Wiſdom. 


Now certainly unbegotten is a very improper ſenſe of + 


being begotten. 

The Phraſe of Begotten Wiſdom was uſed without ſcru- 
pk by the Ancients, and though Lombard and the bold 
Lateran Council condemned tlus Phrafe Hand over Head, 
yet the more Prudent Perſons of the Romiſh Church-thought 
it more elegible to allow the Phraſe in complyance with 
Antiquity, and ſtrive to evade it by a ſtretched Interpre- 
tation, by a ſenſus reduplicativus. 

The Animadvertor has here borrowed the words of the 
Shoolmen, but without underſtanding their meaning. 

Nay, it 1s very obſervable that the Animadvertor, who 
here 1n p. 156. tells us, That it is very true, that there u 
a begotten Mind or Wiſdom, is of a quite different Opinion, 
P. 159. lin. 18. viz. That this cannot be faid in Truth and 
Propriety of ſpeech : For God cannot properly be ſaid to be- 
get Wiſdom, &c. I leave him at his leiſure to reconcile 
theſe two places. [© His 
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* [ His {the Reverend Dean's] Allegation 1s this, That p. 165. 
« it js uſual with the Fathers to repreſent the three Perſons © # 5+ 
«in the Bleſſed Trinity as diſtin as Peter, Fames, and 
« Joby. | | 

_ * PEEP SRO Anſwers, That [ © the term as diſtin& 

« 5ambiguous : For it may either ſignifie, x. as Real ; or, 

« ,. as Great a diſtintion. As for the firſt, I grant, that - / 

& the three Perſons in the Bleſſed Trinity differ as really as / 
« Peter, James, and John Burt Secondly, if by real 

| « diſtinction be meant as great a diſtinAion, fo we utterly ,/ 
&« deny, that the three Divine Perſons differ as much as 
« Peter, James, and Fobn. ] 

I Anſiver, that this Phraſe as realy ſignifies in the ſame 
degree of real diſtinAion; as this Phraſe as W:/ely imports 
the ſame degree. ot Wiſdom. 

Again, it 15 aa idle Enquiry to difpute by what Name 
we muſt call the diſtintion of the Divine Perſons. If 
they were three Infinite Minds, they can but be fimply 
denyed one of the other; we could then only fay, that 
the Father is not the Son, nor the Son the Father, nor the 
| Holy Ghoſt either Father or Son ; and this I ſhall hereaf= 
ter. ſhew is not a Modal, but a ſtridly real diſtinCtion. 
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CHAP. VI. 


$0 T HERE ought to be a double care in treating of 
| Myſterious Articles of Faith, on the one hand not 
to debaſe them to avoid the difficulties which attend the 
Article in its Native ſenſe ; and on the other hand not ſty. 
diouſly to ſeek out for Myſteries ({ which poſſibly God 
never intended ) nor to refuſe ſuch Illuſtrations of the 
Article from Natural Examples which readily offer them- 
ſelves, eſpecially if they have the Suffrage of the moſt 
Pious and Learned Fathers of the Church. 

The SabeZian Hereticks have adulterated the Divine Ge- 
neration, becauſe they could not explain how God, an 
Immortal Spirit, can generate. 

On the other Hand, the Schoolmen are not ſatisfied , 
that the Articles of the Trinity and Incarnation in the ge. 
neral contain great Myſteries in them, but they will have 
every Concluſion throughout both the Articles to be ſo. 

Theſe two Articles are delivered with ſo much plainneſs 
and ſimplicity in the Sacred Scriptures, and with ſo much 
ſubtilty in the Writings of the Schoolmen, that a ſtranger 
to the Chriſtian Faith upon the comparing of them both 
together, could hardly be perſwaded, that the latter were 
pretended to be an explication of the former. 

The Sacred Writings contented themſelves to teach us 
that the Father and Son are @, oxe, that theſe three are 
one. 

The Fathers of the Church juſtly explained this Unity, 
that they are ey Tj gaz, £» Tj drm, one in Nature, one 
in Godhead; the Unity of a Father and a begotten Son 1s 
an Unity of Nature. 

The Shoolmen advance one ſtep higher ; it is not ſuff- 
Cient with them, for any one to acknowledge gn 

erſons 
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- Perſons to be one in Nature, Eſſence, Divinity, unleſs, he 
adds, in one ſingular Eſſence, in one ſingular Nature, in 
one fingular Divinity, and that under pain of being guilty 
of the worſt of Hereſies, Tritheiſm it (elf. | 

The Animadvertor keeps pace with the warmeſt, not 
only contends againſt the admiſſioa of a Specifick Unity 
in the Trinity, but calls it a Traducing of the Fathers to 
aſſert that they held this Specifick Unity. 

As to the Queſtion it ſelf, I wiſh from the bottom of 
my Heart, that we might learn to diſtinguiſh betwixt the 
Primary Concluſions of our Faith and diſputed Articles ; 
that they who contend for the ſingularity of the common 
Divine Nature with the Schools, would not overthrow the 
received Faith of three Divine Perſons; and that the Ar- 
ticle of the Unity of God be eſteemed infinitely more Sa- 
cred than any ſeeming Advantages that the Aſſertion 
of a Specifick Unity of the Trinity might afford us in the 
maintaining the Faith of three Divine Perſons. 

The Chriſtian Faith profeſſes an Unity in Trinity, and ; 
a Trinity in Unity : He therefore who aſſerts an Unity to re 
deſtroy the Trinity, or a Trinity in derogation of the 
Unity, offends againſt the Chriſtian Religion. 

I ſhall much rather chooſe my ſelf, and recommend to 
my Orthodox Reader the Belief, that the Divine Nature is 
above theſe terms of Art, above theſe diſtin&tions of Lo- 
gick of Singular and Univerſal, that it is tranſcendental 
to thoſe Rules, by which we judge of created inferiour 
Natures ; than any ways weaken either of thoſe Funda- 
mental Articles before mentioned, either of the Unity of 
God, or of the Trinity of Divine Perſons. 

| The learned Petavius ſeems to me to inclins to this O- p,,,,, x6. 
pinion, where ſpeaking of the Unity of the Divine Nature, 4. de Tris. 
he has theſe words; Species wnitate conſtituta, etiam indi-©"5 mY 
vidua & fingularis ſequitur : And in that Famous Obje- 
ion of the Greeks againſt the Proceſſion of the Holy 
O Spirit 
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Spirit from the Father and Son, wiz. that then Father ang 
, Son are one Principle of the Holy Spirit either /pecze ſola 
Lib. n. de OT mumero. To which Petavius Aniwers, "That they are 
| Trin.c.16. [ /num revera &© numero & ſpecie Principium, quatenus in 
| D.1-p-155. Deum convevgire ambo iſta poſſunt, ] Where he expreſly af: 
| ſerts that a Specifick Unity and an Unity ot Singularity 
are conſiſtent in the Divine Nature; nay, that the Jatter 
follows from the former; as allo that the vis ſpiratrix 
[ which to Petavins and the Schools has the ſame Unity 
KC 1. with the common Divine Eſſence] is one both in /pecte 
1" and in number. | "7 
f —Suarth, Nou deſunt Theologi, qui dicant, Divinam eſſentiam nec 


bs /DiÞp.5.8.1. fingalarem nec univerſalem eſſe. And in the Margin, Vide 


Durandum & alios in 1. D. 35. 
To the ſame purpoſe I underſtand thoſe Divines who 


- Ras <" Aaffert that the common Divine Eſſence 1s neither a firſt nor 
/ cg# ſecond Subſtance ; that is, neither ſtrictly Singular nor 


Univerſal, but in ſome meaſure partaking of both, tran- 
ſcendental to both. 

However it muſt not be difſembled, that, ſince every 
created Nature is either ſtrictly Singular or Univerfal, we 
want a medium to prove that the Divine Nature can be 
tranſcendental to both theſe ; and therefore how Modeſt 
and Peaceable, and otherwiſe Eligible ſuch an Aflertion 
ſeems to be, yet when we contend with an obſtinate Ad- 
verſary, with a ſubtile Socinzay, it will be hazardous to 
found the Defence of ſo Sacred an Article upon what he 
will be apt to ſtile a Precarious Hypotheſis. 

The common Opinion of Philoſophers is, that Singulare 


and Znzverſale are contradiftorily oppoſed in Finite Crea- 


tures, and conſequently that there can be no medinm be- 
twixt them ; and it 1s not eafie to give a Reaſon, why the 
ſame Rule ſhould not hold in the Diviae Nature, eſpecially 
ſiace we cannot in this Concluſion plead the Authority of 
exprels 
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expreſs Revelation, as we can in that Myſterious Article of 
1 Divine Generation and Proceiſion. 

There 1s no need of tius Precaution 1n reference to the 


Animadvertor, my Debate with him is rather Hiſtorical _ 


and Probiematical than Dogmatical 

Hiſtorical, as whether the Ancient Fathers held this O- 
pinion of the Univerfality of the common Divine Ef 
lence ? 

Problematical, whether thole Reaſons which he has 
brought againit the admiſſion of a Specifick Unity of the 
Trinity, prove ſuch Notion to be unphiloſophical 2 

Nay, I do here diſclaim all Dogmaticalineſs in this Con- 
cluſion ; I ſhall not in the leaft contend with any Ortho- 
dox Divine, who agreeing in the Fuadamental Articles of 
this great Myſtery, [ viz. That the Father 1s truly, Efſen- 
tially God, that the Son is truly, Eſſentially God, that the 
Holy Ghoſt is truly, Eſſentially God ; that one of theſe 
Perſons is ſimply not either of the oth:r two : And that 


there is nothing in this Faith which contradict; that Fun- 


damental Article of Natural Religion, That there is but 
One God ; or more bricfly in the received Language of the 
Church, that there is One God and Three Divine Perſons} 
ſhall chooſe to explain the modus of the Unity of the com- 
mon Divine Nature by ſingularity with the Sciools, or ſhall 
profeſs that this Unity wants a Name in cur preſcnt Lo- 
icks. 

: It is Truth not ViRory, I contend for ; he therefore 
who grants my Concluſion, why ſhould I quarrel with 
lum conceraing the Premiles by which he arrives at the 
Concluſion ? 

The Impudence and Blaſphemy of our late Sociazan Wri- 
ters extorted this Etlay. 

The Head and Mouth of the Party, the Unitarian Hi- 
ſtorian, in one ſhort Section has amaſſed together this 
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Charge againſt the Faith of the Ever Bleſſed Trinity, v;z. 
Hiſtory of «« That the Faith of the Trinitarians is abſurd, and con- 
riews, ps. © trary to Reaſon and it (e1f, falſe, impoſſible ——an Error 
x7 © jn numbring, moſt brutal, inexcuſable, which not to dif: 
« cern, is not to be a Man ; nonſeaſe, that it does impoſe 
« falſe Gods on us, that it robs the one true God of the 


« Honour due to him. 


ALetter Another of the ſame Party is pleaſed to ſtile the Son 


of Reſou-and Holy Ghoſt, God's of our ow deviſing. 
cernine Were ſuch Blaſphemies as theſe ever luffered before in a 


the Tris: Chriſtian State ? 

ni Crellius was a Zealous Socinian, and wrote one of the 
ſubtileſt Books which was ever publiſhed againſt the Orr. 
thodox Faith, his Book of One God the Father : Theſe 
Gentlemen have tranſlated and publiſhed this Piece in the 
Engliſh Language ; I will ſend theſe Perſons to learn better 
Manners from him. He in his Preface to that Book ex- 
preſly expounds thoſe words of St. Paul, Rom: 9. 4. of Je- 
ſus Chriſt, viz. that He uw over all God Bleſſed for evermore. 
And in the firſt Chapter of that Book, ſpeaking of thoſe 
words of our Saviour, John 17. 3. wherein he calls the 
Father the only true God, Crelius has theſe expreſs words; 
[ * For neither do we hold, that Chriſt is by vertue of theſe 

Cretius of © words wholly excluded from true Godhead.) I quote 

one God their own Engli/þ Tranſlation, 

A ow | am not for Perſecution, no, not of the Socinzans. [ 
diſallow not of a modeſt Repreſentation of their Opinions, 
or of the Reaſons why they embrace not the Catholick 
Faith of the Trinity and Incarnation : Hereſfies are often 
the occaſion to clear the truth it ſelf, But in fo Sacred 
Articles it becomes all Perſons to uſe modeſt Expreſſions, 
eſpecially thoſe who want not only preſent Authority, but 
are confeſſedly contrary to the Voice of the Catholick 
Church for more than Twelve Hundred Years, and moft 
of all, ſince the Articles of the Trinity and Incarnation are 


In 
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in their Primary Concluſions the expreſs words of Scrip- 
ture. Chriſt is called God, ſays Cre/ius, Fohyn 1. 1. and 
Rom. 9. 4. I doubt not that Cre/ius himſelf would have 
condemned with the greateſt abhorrence. the tiling of 
Chriſt a falſe God, a God of Mens deviſing. 


There can need no Apology to vindicate the Myſteries - 


of the Chriſtian Religion, when they are thus barbarouſly 
attacked. 

[ have this to plead for my ſelf and my own Hypotheſis, 
that as the Socinians confeſs, ſo I verily believe, that it 
was the Eaith of the Nicene Fathers, and embraced by the 
moſt learned Fathers of the Greek Church from Athanaſius 
to Damaſcene, and fo far as I know, to this day. Nor do 
I know that there is one Expreſſion-in the Articles of our 
Church that is not fairly reconcileable with it. 

I have the ſame Plea in reference to my Second Part, 
my Expoſition of the Article of the Unity of God, that 
it is of the Ancient Fathers; they are both Venerable for 
their grey Hairs. 

All I pretend to, is only my weak Endeavour to ſet thefe 
two Ancient Expoſitions of the Articles of the Unity of 
God aqad the Trinity 1n a fairer Light, to prove that they 
are very conſiſtent one with another, and liable to ao juſt 
Exception by a Socznian. 

After all, I adjure my Reader that he wilknot judge of 
the truth of this Article by the ſtrength of my Defence : 
My Hypotheſis may be true, I only faulty in the explica- 
tion of it. Or it my Hypotheſis of the Modus of this 
Unity be diſallowed, the Article concerning the Unity it 
ſe]f (ſtands firm upon the Expreſſions of Scripture. 

On my lelt let all the: ſhame of any miſtakes fall : But 
'let the Truth of God be unthaken,; and the Gates of Hell 
never prevail-againſt the Faith of the Church ; the Faith T 
mean, of one God and three Divine Perſons. 


[ ©He 
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An Anſwer to the Animadverſins 
[© He [the Reverend Dean] tells us, That Petavius 


10.12.2-2- 2nd Dr. Cudworth have abundantly proved, Thar the 


« Njcexe Fathers did not underitand the word Govniry; of 
« 4 Numerical, but ot a Specifical fameneſs of Nature, or 
« the Agreement of things Numerically ditterent from one 
« another in the ſame common Nature. ] 

This is the Firſt Part, whether the Ancient Fathers a(- 
ſerted a Specifical Sameneſs, Unity, Identity of Nature, 
or a Numerical Unity, or rather a Singularity of the Di- 
vine Nature, 

The Dean quotes two very learned Perſons, Peta» 
vius and Dr.Cudworth, and telis us, that they have proved 
__ the Specitical Unity of Nature to be the Opinion of the Nz-. 
cene Fathers ; nay, that they have abundantly proved it. 


5 x 4 ”  - Had two ſuch able Judges of Antiquity barely ſaid it, 


it would have weighed very much with conſidering 
Perſons: But the Dean tells us, that they have not 
barely ſaid it, but proved it, abundantly proved it, which 
cannot be otherwiſe underſtood, than that they have quo- 
ted {everal Sayings of the Nicene Fathers, which plainly 
and undeniably evince, abundantly prove this to have bcen 
their Judgment. 

Thus was very full to the Dean's Deſign to prove 
\ that three Divine Perſons are three Infinite Minds ; 
that is, that.the Nzcene Fathers judged them ſo. For | 
darc (ay, tlat no Man beſides himſelf will deny, That three 
diſtin Infinite Minds or Spirits are Specifically one, it not 
by an ligher degree of Unity. No one who underſtands 
the meaning of the terms, can deny that this term /yfinite 
Mind is predicated of three Infinite Minds, as a Speczes iS 
predicated of its [ndividuals, No one ſurely will ſay , 
tha: three Infinite Minds differ Specze or in their definition. 
If three Finite Minds are Specifically one, are one in Specze, 
ſuch an Unity (or an higher ) cannot be denyed to three 
Initaite Minds. Again, according to his own Argument, 4 


Spe- 


upon the Vindication of the Trinity, &c. 103 


Specifick Unity implies a multiplication of the Nature. 
And fince all acknowledge that each Divine Perfon is an 
Infinite Mind, it their Unity be only a Speciftck Unity , 
according to the AnimaJvertor they are three Infinite Minds 
in the highcſ tenſe, 

The Animadvercor charges the Phraſe of three Infinite 
Minds with the groſleſt Tritheilm ( 7t zmmediately and Preface, 
unavoidably infers three Gods.) The Reverend Dean pleads?#- 
the Authority of the Niceze Fathers, that they had ſaid as 
much, nay, more than he ; they had aſſerted a Specifick 
Uaity of the Trinity, which in the Animadvertor's Judg- | Wo 
ment implics a multiplication of the Divine Nature ; that / 5 
is, three Infinite Spiritual Natures ; whereas three Infinite ;; 4. 
Spirits in the bare Phraſe implies no more than that there / i 

/ 


are three poſleſling one Infin:te Spiritual Nature. / R 

Now [ preſume, it the Dean, or rather if Petavius and Þ © .{/ 
Dr. Cxdworth were not miſtaken, the Animadvertor will/.P + , 
abate ſomething of his Confidence, he will hardly have >. 4 #4? 
brow cnough to ſay, That the Notion of the Trinity , 
which the Nicene Fathers advanced, was a filly, Heretical 
Notion, immetliately and unavoidably inferring three 
Gods. 

The ſame Requeſt I make to all my Orthodox Readers, 
that they will be pleaſed to lay aſide their Prejudice againſt 
the Admiſſion of a Specifick Unity in the Trinity, till this 
Hiſtorical Truth be fairly determined. | 

The Nicene Fathers Judgment is not indeed the Rule of 
our Faith; but it deſervedly demands a Veneration from 
all Modeſt and Pious Chriſtians, and is infinitely to be 
preferred before the bare Authority of the Schoolmen or 
Moderns. 

The Animadvertor Anſwers, [ © I guſt confeſs my ſelfn.3.p.174; 
© very unfit to take ſuch great and fruly learned Perſons''* 26: 
*to task, and that upon comparing fhlis Author the Re- 
* verend Dean ] and Petavias together, I find much more 

; * Reaſon 
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« Reaſon to believe that he miſtook the meaning of Pe. 
* ?avius, than that Petavius could millake the meaning of 
* the Fathers. ] | 
If the Animadvertor is unfit to/take two (uc!1 learned 
Perſons to task, why does he contradid their Judgment? 
Why does he call it a traducing, (miſrepreſenting the Fa- 
thers > Why does he fo confidently aver, That the Fathers 
p. 15, #ever [ mark that word never ] uſed the Example of three 
lin. 5. Or more individual Men agrecing in the ſame Nature as a 
parallel intagce of the ſame ſort or degree of Unity [ He 
ſhould have added, of Nature] with that which is in the 
three Divine Perſons. The Fathers never belizved indefi- 
nitely, univerſally the ſame Unity betwixt Humane Per. 
ſons as betwixt the Divine Perſons, nor 1s that the Queſtion 
but whether they believed the ſame Unity of Nature be- 
twixt the latter as is confeſl:diy betwixt the former. A 
Specifick Unity of the Divinz Nature (it we for once only 
ſuppoſe ſuch an Unity ) has quite different Conſequences 
from what a Specifick Unity of a created Humane Nature 
implies, which yet alters not the Unity of each Nature. 
Well, but the Animadvertor has ccmpared the 
Dean and 'Petavius. May I ask him, why he did not alfo 
conſult Dr. Czdworth 2 He gives him a Complement in the 
foregoing Lines, his Piece is not ſo rare but it might eaſily 
have been procured. He was a Proteſtant Divine, a Pcr- 
ſon of great and deſerved Repure for Learning and Skill in 
/ Antiquity, and which is more, gives judgment againſt him- 
6 '* > ſelf: He himſelf embraces the Platonick Hypotheſis, which 
6 ' x, {map a Generical, not Specifical Unity of the Trinity. He 
+1 a Llaysa very levere charge to this Notion of a Specifick U- 
nity, [lr feems plain that this Trinity [ of Sr. Cyril, and 
&« ſuch who believe a Specifick Unity }] is no other than a 
« kind of Tritheiſm, and that of Gods independent and co- 
« ordinate too. ] The Platonick and Nicene Hypotheſis of 
the Trinity both agreed in this, that the common Divine 
Eſſence 
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Eſſence was an Univerſal. They died in this, that the 
Platoniſts held the Divinity to be a genus, and conſequently 
capable of admitting degrees, BzYyuss in the diſtiatt Divine 
Perſons. The Nicene Fathers held the Divinity to be a 
Species, capable of no degrees, of no eſſential degrees, but 
that Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt, are perte&tly equal touch- 
ing the Godhead in the words of the Athanaſtan Creed, The 
Godhead of the Father Son and Holy Ghoſt # all one, the 
Glory equal, the Majeſty co-eternal. 

I fay the Teſtimony of this learned Perſon is of the more 
weight, as being againſt his own Judgment: We naturally 
in ſuch caſes weigh the words of an Author with more ex- 
aQneſs when his Authority makes againſt us, than when 1t 
agrees with us. Him therefore we have left us as an un- 
anſwered Witneſs. 

What does the Animadvertor ſay to Petavins e Has the 
Reverend Dean miſrepreſented Petaviaus or not? Why does 
not the Aninfvertor ſpeak plain 2 Why does he keep a 
muttering between his Teeth, © That he finds more reaton 
* to believe, that the Reverend Dean miſtook the meaning 
* of Petavius, than that Petavius could miſtake the mcan- 
* ing of the Fathers? We want a categorical Anſwer, whe- 
ther Petavius did repreſent a ſpecifick Unity of the Trinity 
to be the meaning of the Fathers; and if he did ſo, whe- 
ther in ſo doing, he miſtook their meaning and ſenſe? This 
queſtion which was too hard for the Animadvertor, I will 
anſwer for him, -but | cannot promile to his good likirg. 
The Reverend Dein did not miſtake the meaning of Pera- 
Vias, as might be proved from innumerable places of Peta- 


tog 


vias, I ſhall content my felt with two only. Perav. 1. 4. 
In hoc uno Gracorum preſertim omnium judicium opint- de Trin. 


oneſgue concordant, 8ny, id eſt, eſſentiam ſrve ſublantiam 
froe naturam, quam 3av vocant, generale eſſe aliquid & com- 
mune ac minime definitum ; 1T52av vero, proprium, [ingulare, 
curcumſcriptum. 

; : 

[ Again, 


cap.7. 5.2. 
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Again, Antiquorum pleroſque dicentes audivimus giey frye 
naturam, commune quiddam eſſe multis, quod univerſale yg. 
cant ; Hypoſtafim verd, idem argue individuum five ſingalare: 

Theſe words are capable ot no Evaſion, Petavzns in ex- 
preſs terms declares, that according to the Judgment of all 
the Greek Fathers, the cornmon Divine Eſſence is Generale 
quippiam, as oppoſed to firgulare, 1s commune quiddam multis 
quod Univerſale wocant. 

Thus Petavius, as well as the Reverend Dean, takes (in 
the ſubject before us) Common Nature and Specifick Na. 
ture to be all one. 

Had the Animadvertor conſulted the ſeventh and ninth 
Chapters of this fourth Book of Petavius concerning the 
Trinity, he could neither have doubted of Petavins's ; Iray 
ment, nor well of that of the Ancient Fathers. 

Well, the Animadvertor has a Refuge tor himſelf, if Pe- 
zavius has given his Judgment againſt him, in the imme- 
diate following words. 

[ © But however I ſhall lay down this as a Concluſion, 


p. 154: ib.'* which I take to be undoubtedly true, viz. That the An- 


« cient Fathers, as well the Nzcene as thole after them, held 
« only a Numerical Unity of the Divine Nature : That is, 
* in other words, They held and acknowledged one Nu- 
«* merical God and no more. This Concluſion I hold, and 
* have good reaſon to believe, that neither Petzavius nor 
« Dr. Cudworth ſhall be able to wreſt it from me. 

I muſt put this into form, and then the weakneſs of it 
will evidently appear. The Argument of the Animad- 
vertor is to this purpoſe, If the Niceve Fathers held and 
acknowledged one Numerical God and no more, then they 


held only a Numerical Unity of the Divine Nature; and if 
they held only a Numerical Unity of the Divine Nature in | 


the Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity, then they could not hold 
a Specifick Unity of the Divine Nature in the Perſons of 


the Bleſſed Trinity. 
But 


” #. 
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But the Nicene Fathers, and thoſe after them, held and 
acknowledged one Numerical God and no more, &c. that 
is, A Numerical Unity of God, infers a Namerical Unity 
of Nature in the Divine Perſons ; and a Numerical Unity 
of Nature in the Divine Perſons, 1s inconſiſtent with a 
Specifick Unity of the Divine Nature in the Divine 
Perſons. 

Now grant this laſt to be true in the Animadvertor's 
Senſe, what follows, That the Nzcene Fathers who held 
the Antecedent, muſt alſo hold the Conſequent: By no 
means. Thus indeed follows, that they ought to have held 
the Conſequeat, it they embraced the Antecedent; not that 
they actually did. 

It is a very weak Argument, that ſuch Perſons embrace 
ſuch a Concluſion, becauſe they hold ſuch Premiſes, from 
whence another believes, that ſuch a Concluſion does ne- 
ceſſarily follow. 

Secondly, I muſt examine his Antecedent : The Nicene 
Fathers held and acknowledged one Numerical God and no 
more. This is ambiguouſly expreſſed. 

The Nzcene Fathers, the whole Catholick Church, holds 
and acknowledges one God, and in what Senſe God is one, 
it is impoſſible he ſhould be more : For one and more than 
one are contradictorily oppoſed, and therefore impoſlible 
to be verified of the ſame Subject in the ſame Senſe. 

But neither the Nzcexe Fathers, nor the Catholick Church, 


| do ſo hold God to be one, but they alſo hold God to be 


Three, that- is, In a different Senſe of the term God, wiz. 
God is Three in Perſons, that is, When this term God is 
taken as equipollent with a Divine Perſon, for undoubtedly 
tne Catholick Faith is, that there are Three Divine Perſons. 

The Fews, Socinians, Mahometans, do indeed hold, that 
there is but one Numerical God, but one in Perſon; that 
there is but one Divine Perſon ; but the Chriſtian Faith is, 
that Deus e/t unns © Trinus. 


P 2 Again, 
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Again, The Numerical Unity of God does not deter- 
mine the Modus of the Unity of the Trinity, does not de- 
termine that there is a Trinity of Divine Perſons, and much 
leſs of what kind their Unity 1s. 

: Laſlly, It is a miſtake, though a common one, that a 
<" .*/ Numerical';Unity of the common Divine Eſſence, and a 
"oF x /., Specifick Unity of the fame Eſſence are inconſiſtent; A 

"I /* common Eſſence muſt of neceflity be Numerically One 
TT 1 even in Thrce Humane Perſons, the Common Humanity, 
7.04” the Species of Humanity is numerically One ; there is as 
0 "ſtrictly one Species of Adam, Eve and Serh, as there is one 


a 4 Perſon of Adam. The Moderns indeed ſay, that there are 
EA L% three ſingular Humane Natures of Adam, Eve and Seth; 
E. C +** / but it is a Contradiction to ſay, that the ſingular Nature 
*\/ ,*Y of Adam is common to Eve. It is the Objection of the 
A Fr © Animadvertor, that a Specifick Unity in the Trinity, would 
s; Fo, , imply three ſiogular Divine Natures in the three Perſons, 
5&7 fp: of which afterwards: But be that fo, ſtill the common 
IH .<{{ Divine Eſſence would be numerically One, that is, the 
© t; Species of the Divinity would be but one; or which is the 

| / .fame, the common Divine Nature would be an Univerſal. 
'*Þerav. 1.4 This Obſervation alone will anſwer the greateſt part of 
ents two Chapters, wherein Petavius has endeavoured to im- 
EE of poſe upon his Reader, as it the Nicene Fathers had believed 
WL a Singularity of the common Divine Eſſence, whereas his 
4 *—*proots are only concerning a Numerical Unity of the com- 
[ þ | on Divine Eſſence: But there was a very good reaſon for 
7.1 Ah ohe thing, he was a Jeſuit, and thoſe of his own Order, and 
bus of his own Church, would never have ſuffered his elaborate 
Work of the Trinity to have been publiſhed, if he had nct 
made a {ceming Defence for the Faith of the Schools, the 
Singularity of the common Divine Eſſence, and that was 
impoſſible upon his Principles, viz. The Authority of the 
Ancient _—_ ; he - rs ſhamm'd this of the Numerical 

Unity in the room ot it. 

St, 
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St. Ambroſe, St. Auguſtin, St. Hilary, and others even of 
the Latin Fathers, in expreſs terms reject the Singularity of 
the Divinity. 

There is one ſingle paſſage of Maxentius, which aſcribes 
Singularity to the Divine Nature; and another I. have 
ſeen quoted from A»ſe/m tending to the ſame purpoſe, and 
theſe two are all I have ever met with, which would have 
made a poor ſhew, had they ſtood alone ; whereas for the 
Numerical Unity of the common Divine Eſſence, Peravius 
might have tranſcribed halt the Fathers; but this I ſhall 
have occaſion to mention again. od 

The Animadvertor's next refuge 1s, only his own poſi- 


tive zpſe dixit, that the Fathers a/ways [mark that word, F' = 


always] alledged the Example of three or more individual 
Men agreeing in the ſame Nature, either by way of Allu- 
ſion or Illuſtration, as it is the neareſt reſemblance of, and 
approach to this Divine Uaity, of any that could be found 
in created Beings; or elſe a minore ad majus. 

To which I reply, Firſt,. that theſe two ways are really 
but one way; what is only a near reſemblance, muſt in this 
debate be a minore ad majus. 

Secondly, The Animadvertor's Phraſe is univerſal, they 
always alledged it thus, which ſuppoſes, that not one 
ſingle Father, in any one ſingle paſlage, ever alledged it 
otherways; and that the Animadvertor has examined 
my ſingle paſſage, and upon his own Experience finds 
it ſo, 

Thirdly,The Unity of three Humane Perſons, of three di- 
ſtint proper Beings, of three Subſtances,of three Natures,can 
never be theneareſt reſemblance of,and approach ro,theUnity 
of one ſimple Subſtance or Being under three Relations. An 
Unity that is barely Notional,can never be theneareſt reſem- 
blance of an Unity that is properly Real. There area thou- 
ſand Inſtances in Nature, of one ſimple Being under theſe 
Relations, the ſingle Perſon of Adam has three Relations. s 
The 
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/+ , ſure upon the Animadvertor's Principles I may well bor- 
©). . os the Poets words, Riſum teneatu amici? ſince 'tis in 
3 "ene, as if he had ſaid, that three Subſtances is the neareſt 
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The Animadvertor (p. 167.) calls it a jecular Argument, 
an Argument fic to be anſwered by Laughter only, to 
argue trom three Humane Perſons, from Peter, James and 
Jobs, to Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt, to the three Divine 
Perſons, yet here to ſerve a turn, he acknowledges it to 
be the ncareſt reſemblance of, and approach to, the Di- 
vine Unity, that can be found in created Beings. I am 


reſemblance of, and approach to, one Subſtance, that can 
be found in created Beings. 

Fourthly, This is fo far from being an Argument, 2 
minore ad majus, upon the Animadvertor's Principles, that 
it is juſtly eſteemed by all the Moderns who follew the 
Schools, one of the difficulteſt ObjeRtions againſt the Faith 
of the Trinity, viz. that it three Humane Perſons have 
three ſingular Humane Natures, and _ are fo 
many Men; why three Divine Perſons ſhould not alſo 
infer three ſingular Divine Natures, and conſequently be 
three Gods. And the Anſwer that the School men and 
Moderns give is, that the caſe is vaſtly different, that the | 
nity of three Humane Perſons is only Notional ; the Unity 
f the Divine Perſons ſtritly real. 


under three Relations, than three ſimple _ 


* could not properly be faid to have more than one Nature, 
« much leſs could this be faid of the three Divine Perfons. ] 


To 


To which I anſwer, Firſt, Does the Animadvertor re- 
ally believe that three Men cannot properly be faid to 
have more than one Nature or not? If he believes it, 
What will become of his Objxdion, that a Specifick 
Unity implies a Multiplication of the ſaid Nature in the 
ſeveral Individuals > What becomes of that famous Paſſage 
of his ÞP. 270. that S»b/fantia Conſabſtantialibus will nei- 
cher be Truth nor Senſe 2 I ſuppoſe he will not deny, 
that ſeveral individual Men are-Subfantiz, Subſtances in 
the plural Number ; nor yet that Conſubſftanrialibus ſig- 
nifies'of one Subſtance, of one Nature. I intreat him to 
anſwer this Queſtion, Are ſeveral Men Conſubſtantial or 
not? Is Chriſt, according to his Humanity, Conſubſtantial 
with us Men, or not? Will he dare to ſay, that the whole 
Catholick Church has neither ſpoke Truth nor Senſe? For 
the whole Church has ever profeſted a Belief of Chrift's Con- 
ſubſtantiality with us Men. 

If the Animadvertor ſhall pkead, that it was the Senfe of 
the Fathers, that three Men could not properly be faid to 
have more than one Nature ; even that is ſufficient for my 
purpoſe, who am now enquiring only into the Judgment 
of the Fathers. 

This is ſufficient ad Fominem, to the Animadvertor ; 
but for my Reader's fuller Satisfaction, I anſwer to the 
Point, that ſo far as this Allegation is true, 'tis Impertinent, 
and that (o far as 'tis pertinent 'tis falſe. 

'Tis an acknowledged Truth, that the ftriteſt Union 
that can be betwixt Humane Perſons, is but a reſemblance, 
an Alluſton to that inſeparable, incomprehenſible Union be- 
twixt the Divine Perſons. But this is not the queſtion, con» 
cerning the Union of the Divine Perſons indefinitely, but 
concerning the Unity of their Nature: The Fathers main- 
tained, that the Unity of the common Divine Nature was 
of the ſame kind and degree with the Unity of the common 


Humane Nature, 
There 
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There is certainly a.greater Union betwixt two Humane 
Perſons who are dear and intimate Friends, than betwixt 
two who are mortal Enemies : There is a greater Union 
betwixt two Saints in Heaven, than betwixt the beſt Friends 
cn Earth: And yet two mortal Enemies have the ſame 
Unity of Nature with the Saints in Heaven. 

The Union of the Saints in Heaven, 1s by our Saviour 
himſelf reſembled to the Union of the Father and the Son, 
John 17.22. That they may be one, as we are one. But 
theſe words no more denote an illimited equality, than 
thoſe other words of our Lord, Matt. 5.48. Be ye perfef, 
as your Father in Heaven i perfed, denote an equality in 
Perfeion. 

If we ſuppoſe three unbegotten, unproduced Divine Per- 
ſons, three Fathers, I cannot ſee how we can deny ſuch 
to be Conſubſtantial, ſince we acknowledge three Ange- 
lical Perſons to be of one Nature and Subſtance ; yet three 
unbegottea Divine Perſons, three Fathers are to all the 
Ancient Fathers, three Gods. They did not therefore be. 


lieve, that a Specifick Unity was the only Unity of the 


Divine Perſons, that they were one upon no other ac- 
count ; but if we can know their meaning by their words, 
they did certainly believe a Specifick Unity: And this 
I perſwade my ſelf the Animadvertor's Heart miſgave 
him. 

He therefore comes in with a third Salvo, p. 176. [* That 
* he does not in the leaſt deny, but ſeveral Expreſſions 
& may have dropped from the Fathers, which if we Jooked 
* no further, might be drawn to a very inconvenient 
« Senſe.) That is, in plain Engliſh, ſeveral Expreſſions 
have dropped from them, which aſſert (if we look no fur- 
ther) a Specifick Unity. What from thoſe Fathers who 
ever alledged this Example. as a parallel Inſtance, bur 
always uſed it by way of Alluſion, or 2 minore ad majus 2 
It {cems the Animadvertor's always and never will bear 
an 


an exception. What Salvoe has he for this ? He gives it 
us in the following words, © | But thenallo it is as little 
« to be deny'd, that the ſame Fathers profeſledly 'and 
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« deſignedly treating of the ſame Points here, declared 


« themſelves in ſuch terms, as are very hardly, if at all 
« reconcileable to thoſe occaſional and accidental Ex- 
« prefſions. And therefore, ſince their meaning cannet 
&« be taken from both, it ought much rather to be taken 
&« from -what was aſſerted by them deſignedly, than 
« what was aſlerted only occaſionally.) - 

Now it is well contrived to take the concluſion for 
granted, he is to prove. It ſeems that the Animadver- 
tor would have things come to that paſs, that we mu? take 
bis bare affirmation of a thing for a proof of it. Petavius, 
Dr. Cudworth, the Reverend Dean of St. Paul's, have 
aſſerted the quite contrary, they have already equiva- 
lently denied it, and the Animadvertor gives us his own 
ipſe dixit, that it is little to be denied. 

Again, the Animadvertor pretends no more than a 
difficulty, or a doubt, whether theſe deſigned expreſli- 
ons may not be reconciled to the occaſional expreſſions. 
The Animadvertor makes an if of it, to him, theſe latter 
are hardly, if at all, reconcileable with the former ; 
>. Which is no great wonder, ſince he believes tribus ſub- 

ſtantiis onſubhantialibus to be neither truth nor ſen(e, 
ſince he believes a numerical Unity abſolutely inconſt- 
ſtent with a Specifick Unity. 

Laſtly, Why is the concluſion ſtronger than the pre- 
miſes? Why does he make the concluſion poſitive ? Their 
meaning cannot be taken from both, is the concluſion ; 
whereas the premiſes mentioned only a difficulty, or a 
doubt. They are hardly, if at all, reconcileable. 

The Animadvertor was, [ believe, in ſome meaſure fen- 
ſible of the weakneſs of theſe anſwers ; and therefore, 
He 
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Iv. p. 176. He provides a fourth Salvoe, viz. © that the Orthodox 
« Writersof the fourth and part of the fifth Century, were 


« 4r;ans would not allow ſo much as a ſpecifick Unity of 

& Nature between the Father and the Son, but inſtead of 

en hq FE * an 64vosncy or ſamenels, held only an opuersnoy or like. 
4 FA als of Nature between them, but therefore we have 
=_— &/ ON. the leſs cauſe to wonder, if there be defects in ſome of 
« their Arguments ; if ſome of their reaſonings about the 

&« Trinity, ſeem to look no further than a ſpecifick Uni. 

« ty of Nature in the Divine Perſons. | 

This is as little to the advantage of the Animadyer. 
tor's cauſe, as the former allegations. 

The Arians would not allow ſo much as a ſpecifick 

Nicepho. Unity between the Father and the Son, I would fain 
Gallit-Ec- Know what Hereticks ever did allowit : Nicephorus Call 
lib. 18. us charges indeed this Opinion upon Phzloponus and 
cap. 47- his followers, who are commonly called the Tritheit 
Hereticks ; but he is a later and fabulous Writer, wrote 
in the fourteenth Century, long after the prevailing of 

e School-Divinity : Philopomes and his followers the 
Tritheit Hereticks of the ſeventh Century inclined near- 
er to Sabellianiſm, than to a belief of a ſpecifick Unity 
of the Trinity ; that hard name of Tritheit Hereticks 
was given them by reaſon of ſome uncouth Phraſes 
which they uſed, of which hereafter, 

Secondly, what conſequence will the Animadvertor 
draw from the Arzans not allowing a ſpecifick Unity 
between the Father and the Son? This is what he aims at; 
that it ſufficed to maintain a ſpecifick Unity, to confute 
the Arian Hereſie. _ | defire to know why the ſame Plea 
might not have ſerved the Reverend Dean in his learned 
Vindication of 'this Article againſt the Socinians, who 
no more allow a Specifick Unity of the 7rinity thanthe 

| Arians 


« chiefly exerciſed with the Arian Controverſie. And the - 
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upon the Vindication of the Trinity, &ec. 
Arians of old. The Socinians deny them to be three 
infinite minds ; why will not that Apo'ogize for the Re- 
verend Dean ? Why 1s not this molitied, and - called on- 
ly a detect in the Reverend Dean, as the Animadvertor 
here Stiles it in the Antient Fathers. 

Thirdly, the Arians objected Trithziſm againſt the 
Orthodox Faith, as the Socinians do to this day: So 
that had the Ancient Fathers believed this Herefie a.con- 
ſequence of alerting a ſpecifick Unity in the Trinity, 
they would as carefully have avoided the aſlerting of it, 
as the School-men and Moderns do on all occaſions. 

Fourthly, The anſwer of the Antients to this Ob- 
jection of Tritheiſm by the Arzans, is the cleareſt de- 
monſtration of their judgment ; this 1s the Objeftion. 
Peter, James and Jobs are three Men ; therefore, Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are three Gods, The ge- 
neral anſwer of the Ancients is by denying the truth of 
the Antecedent ; that Peter, James and Joby are impro- 
perly, abuſively called three Men, that it is contrary to 
the rules of Philoſophy, to call them otherwiſe than one 
Man and three Humaa Perſons, as we ſay in the Bleſſed 
Trinity, there are three Divine Perſons and one God. 
Now not one School-man or Modern, as l believe, ever 
gave ſuch an anſwer, Not one of them ever imagined, 
that the affirming Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt to be 


(2 


one God, did in the leaſt enforce them to affirm Peter 
Fames, and Fohn to be one Man. The Animadvertor 
thinks this Obje&tion only Jocular , only fit to be 
Laughed at, which the Antients thought ſo weighty, 
that to get rid of it, they endeavoured, ſays the learn- 


ed Dr. Cudworth refleQtingly,with their Logick, to prove 


that three Human Perſons ought not to be called three / 


Men. TI ſhall conſider theic Logicks afterwards, at pre- 
ſeat I declare, that is a manifeſt convicion to me, -that 
Q 2 they 
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they did conceive the Unity of Nature between Human 
and Divine Perſons, parallel equal. 

n. 9. Fifthly, thoſe words are very remarkable in our Ani- 
madvertor, {| but inſtead of an 54woeno held only an 
cuoigncy or likeneſs of Nature between them,] which 
inſinuates, as if the debate of the Catholicks and Arians 
in the Niceze Council were only about a Title, whether 
the Son be 5wwosm; Or dwwisncs to the Father, but this 

— is to miſrepreſent the Fathers of that auguſt Aﬀembly. 

lan 3: , The Arians liked neither the 5pwounc; nor the cuas- 

TH { WEE God and a Creature, are improperly ſaid to be 

43 / G$aciznc, but tre 98910. 

_ ai Sf) Vpain, the Catholicks approved of the opueigoic;, pro- 

| vided it were underſtood without equivocation, if there 

| was Kzmz 7ravre, Or amrappzMextus added to it, that, 
| is perfely alike in their Etence, 1s to the Catholicks 
the fame with {wags; or Conſubſtantial. 

The Arians never conſented to 5s; but when 
their Party was too weak, and they were obliged to 
diſſemble with ſome Catholicks, who were otherwiſe fa- 

4 vourable to their Perſons, and cauſe. 
& 07 #79 .— . It muſt be confeſſed, that dur; yam marr, of 
Ge 4 te = e7appeMaxre; Will not without great force ſuit with the 
Fa {+ Zypothefis of the Schools, of the Singularity of the 
of 7 / mmon Divine Eſſence. A Singularity will not admit 
C- -þ of a Compariſon of likeneſs, ſo ſaith Ricardus de S. 

Lib. 6. de Vitor. Siquidem ubi eſt frmplex Unitas & ſumma fim- 

Trin. £29. g];cjras, quid ihi facit qualis & talis ? 

It is leſs wonder, therefore, if the School-men charge 

Vid. Petav. cpucisoiog With Arianzſm or Semi-arrianiſm ; whereas it 

x hp is capable of an Orthodox Expoſition. 

per rorm. I thought it neceſſary to follow the Animadvertor 

thus cloſely in the examining of this Hiſtorical Truth, 
viz, whether the Fathers of the Church believed the 

Modus 
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Modus of a Specifick Unity of the Trinity. Two ye- D 
ry great and learned Perſons have ſaid 1t, have abun- + 
dantly proved it, faith the Reverend Dean. Their Af (F- 
ſertion has never yet been confuted. They were not 
drawn into this Aſſertion by the heat of Diſputation, 
or to favour their own Hypotheſis, neither of them 
approve of a Specifick Unity of the Trinity. The 
Reverend Dean rightly judged, that thoſe places they 
had already produced, abundantly proved their con- 
cluſion, and yet Petavius gives them but as an Eſlay, 
and pronounces this Opinion to be the judgment of 
all the Greek Fathers eſpecially. Shall I ask the Animad- 

vertor- a few Queſtions 2 Was not Petavius as capable 
of judging betwixt occaſional and deſigned Expreſſions 
as himſelt, as capable of judging betwixt an Allufion or 
an Argument a minore ad majus as himſelf? Did not 
Petavins know that the Arians denyed a Specifick U- 
nity of the Trinity ? Shall I ask the Animadvertor, | 
whether he ever conſulted St. Ba//'s 439. Epiſtle, and 
if he did, whether - he can have Brow enough to ſay, | 
That that Epiſtle was not deſignedly wrote of the | 
difference. of 832 and Umz;a25, or: whether St. Baſal. has / 
not in the fulleſt manner, delivered his judgment-in this 

point ? Iparticularly mention this Epiſtle, becauſe- our 

Animadvertor quotes a paſſage out of it, [ Pag. 149. 

of his Animadverſions ] under the name of Greg. Nyſſe 

de differentia gn2z5 #, umo5eows, to whom, in the Prin- 

ted Editions, it is alſo aſcribed, and becauſe this Epiſtle, 

being both in the Works. of St. Bafil and Gregory Nyſſen, 

the Reader may more eaſily conſult it, and there from , 
his own Eyes be ſatisfied, that this was the judgment of 
that moſt learned Father St. Baf/. This Epiſtle is the* 
firſt Authority Petavius quotes in the aforementioned 
ſeventh Chapter cf his fourth Book of the ny 5 
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1 do not deſire of the Animadvertor to traverſe and 
examine all Petavius's Allegations, much leſs all the 
Greek Fathers, I am content to ſtand or fall, by this 
* ſingle Epiſtle, if this does not aſſert a Specifick Unity of 
the Trinity, I am content that it pals tor a Traducing, 
miſrepreſenting of the Fathers, to ſay, That any one of 

them ever held ſuch a Notion. 

And now, 1 hope, with the leave of the Reader, 1 
may add, that Petavius, as well as Dr. Cudworth, ſtands 
as an unan{wered witneſs, and that in the Mouth of theſe 
two Witneſſes, till better Teſtimony appear, the Hiſto- 
rical Truth of this diſquiſition ſtands at preſent un- 
ſhaken. 

n.io. [| in the ſecond place deſcend to the Problematical 
part, whether the Reaſons of the Animadvertor are ſo 
cogent, as to forbid the Admiſſion of a Specifick 
Unity of the Divine Nature. 
The Animadvertor gives us five Reaſons[p. 181. &c.] 
/ _ mie three firſt of which are diſpatched in a word. 

9 que +7 [6.4 His firſt, That if a Numerical Unity, [the Animadver- 
| _— tor means a Singularity,] in the ſame Divine Nature, be 
ſufficent to make the three Perſons one God, then a 
Specifick Unity of the ſame is not neceſſary. I an- 

/ _ f {wer, "thoſe who admit of a Specifick Unity in the Tri- 
be, "pA A. nity, ſtriftly ſo called, do it upon this account, That 

(7a - theyare afraid that a Singularity, a Numerical Unity 

'"/ } 1n the Animadvertors ſenſe, will make Father, Son, and 
Fg Holy Ghoſt one Perſon, as well as onz God : They con- 

- _celive, thar three, truly three, diſtin& three, can have 

F- -no other Unity of Nature, ſave a Specifick Unity ; and 

i | 4 
thoſe who admit of both, mean it only in our imper- 
tet conception of things ; otherwiſe they believe that 
the Unity of the Divine Nature is above both theſe 


FF of 


terms of Art, that in our imperte&t conception, it par- *. 
takes 


p_ cy 


_ 
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upon the Vindication of the Trinity, &c. ” aro / A 
takes of® ſome properties of both theſe Unities, but ,,- 1,11; 
ſtrictly, and really, ir is neither Singular nor Uni- ,{-, // 
verſal. hae... 

The fame anſwer ſolves the Animadvertor's ſecond n. 11. 
Reaſon, that a greater and leſs degree of Unity are/Þ — 
not to be admitted in the Divine Nature : They v7? © 
who admit of a Specifick Unity, deny a Singularity £F\ - 4 {- 
They who in words admit of both, do not in reality . /. . /? 
believe two. Unities in the Divine Nature, but only '” © 7 
one Tranſcendental Unity, in our imperfet Concep- j/4—- 4. 
tion, partaking of the properties of both theſe | £ ,,m »/ 
Unities. 

His third has been already anſwered, that a SpeCi- See cap. 3- 
fick Unity may agree to ten thouſand Individuals, as®- 5- 
well as to three; ſo may one ſimple Being have ten 
thouſand Relations or Modes, as well as three ; this 
Article is wholly owing to Revelation. 

His fourth is, that a Specifick Unity is principally, if ,, ;.. 
not abſolutely notional, and therefore cannot any waysp. 183. 
properly belong to the Divine Perſons, nor is by any 
means neceſſary to make the three Perſons. one God. 

Firſt, The Animadvertor brings in his Concluſion 
with an if, if not abſolutely notional, and yet argues | 
from that Concluſion, as if it were the moſt allowed 1 {Al 
Maxim. RP | 

Secondly, The Diſtin&ion of the Divine Attributes, *Ay \ 
of Juſtice and Mercy, is confeſſedly notional, and yet fs pe 1A 
the Animadvertor formerly pronounces it to be Ab- Tx # 
ſurd, to contradi& that Diſtin&ion. 5” 

Thirdly, The Unity of Nature betwixt Chriſt and (7 / 
his Mother, is certainly a Specifick Unity, according. - | 
to the Animadvertor, a notional Unity ; and yet it is- 
Hereſfie to deny, That Chriſt and his Mother are of 
one Nature or Conſubſtantial. 


V7: 
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Fourthly, 


4 
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Fourthly, The Relations of likeneſs, equality which 
are betwixt the Divine Perſons, though founded on the 
expreſs words of Scripture, [Chriſt thought it no robbery 
to be equal with God, the Image of the Inviſible God, 
the a Image of his Fathers Apoſtafis] areby all the 
School-men conteſs'd to be relationes rations, that is, No» 

4 | tional ; and yet I hope the Animadvertor will not hence 
deny, that they ought not properly to belong to the 
Divine Perſons, nor neceſſary to make them one God. 

Fifthly, The Unity of the Divine Nature, 1s alfo a 
Relation, 540g0i2;, Conſubſtantial unius ſub/tantiz, of 
one Subſtance, implies a relation in Subſtance : We 
cannot ſay, That the Father, and the Spirator of the 
Holy Ghoſt, are Conſubſtantial, 5440899, unius ſubſtan- 
tiz. This term is as contrary to the Sabe/ian Hereſie, 
as it is to the Arias ; and therefore, according to the 
School-mens own Principles, this Relation of Unity of 
# Subſtance muſt be relatio rations, that is notional. 

Sixthly, thoſe Fathers who aſſert a Specifick Unity 
of the Trinity, do not believe, that the Divine Perſons 
are ſaid to be one, upon no other account, ſave a Spe- 
cifick Unity, or that they are deny'd to be three Gods 
from a Specifick Unity alone; this Unity they con- 
.ceive neceſſary, but not of it ſelf ſufficient. 


| / Seventhly, Even a Specifick Unity hath a ſufficient 
re 


ITT fundamentum in re, A Specifick Unity is indeed a Lo- 
oL oh /gical Notion, but the Foundation of it is ſomething 
/ . ,/ real, viz. a real agreement of the diſtin Perſons, or 
*/ individuals in the ſame reaſon of Nature. The Father 
! 14 428 God, the Son is God, -the Holy Ghoſt is God, as re- 
- e« Ally as Peter is a Man, and Fames is a Man, and Johy 
£ © 1-n,. 1s a Man ; Peter, James, and Fobny, are not notionally 
+ . <Eachof thema Man, nor Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
A +,—pnotionally, each of them God, From this real agree- 
"4 
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ment in Human Perſons, we Form in Logicks the noti- 
on of a Specifick Unity : and the Ancient Fathers ap- 
plied the ſame notion to the agreement of the Divine 
Perſons. | | 


The Animadvertor's fifth and laſt Argument is, That 
a4 Specifick Unity of Nature implies a Multiplication 
of the ſaid Nature in every one of the particulars, to 
which it belongs; therefore, ſuch an Unity cannot be 
admitted in the Divine Nature. 

The Argument put into due Form, 1s to this pur- 

ole, | 

[f a Specifick Unity of Nature in Created Perſons 
or Beings, implies a Multiplication of the ſaid Nature, 
then a Specifick Unity of Nature in the Divine Per- 
ſons, implies a Multiplication of - the Divine Nature. 
But a Specifick Unity of Nature in Created Perſons 
or Beings, implies a Multiplication of the ſaid Nature ; 
therefore a Specifick Unity of Nature in the Divine 
Perſons, implies a Multiplication of the Divine Nature. 
But the Concluſion is Abſurd, the Divine Nature be- 
ing uncapable of Multiplication, therefore a Specifick 
Unity in the Divine Nature, is not to be allowed from 
whence ſuch Concluſion follows. 

Now in this Argument, as it ſtands betwixt the 'A- 
nimadvertor and my ſelf; I deny the conſequence of 
the Major, becauſe I am ſatisfied the Animadvertor 
would do the ſame if I ſhould retort the ſame Argu- 
ment, mutatis mutandis againſt his own Hy potheſis, 
as for Inſtance, it I ſhould thus urge. 

If a Singularity of Nature in Created Perſons or Be- 
ings forbids a Plurality of Perſons, or denies a true Ge- 
neration, then a Singularity cf the Divine Nature. for- 
bids a Plurality of Divine Perſons, and denies a true 
R Di- 
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Divine Generation, &c. But a Singularity of Nature 
in Created Perſons or Beings, certainly, conteſledly 
forbids a Plurality of Perſons, poſleſling the ſame Sin. 
gular Nature, 15 certainly inconſiſtent with a true Ge. 
neration, therefore a Singularity of the Divine Nature, 
forbids a Plurality of Divine Perſons, -demies a true Fa. 
ther and Son. 

The Animadvertor would quickly tell me that this 
was a weak Sophiſm, to argue from a conlequence in 
finite Nature, to the ſame in the Divine Nature : And [ 
deſire to be informed, why I may not make the ſame 
reply to his Obje&tion from the conlequence of a2 Spe- 
cifick Unity in finite Nature. 

Again, I do not poſitively contend for a nice ſtrict 
Specifick Unity of the Trinity, but for ſuch a Tranſcen- 
dental Unity, which in our imperte& Conception of 
things, is either a Specifick Unity, or elſe wants a name 
in our preſent Metaphy ſicks. 

I have the ſame Plea of the incompreheaſibleneſs of 
the Divine Nature, of the Myſteriouſneſs of this $a 
cred Article, which is given by the Moderns to the 
Socinian ObjeAions, againſt the Singularity of the come 
mon Divine Nature. | 

This is ſufficient to anſwer the Animadvertor, but 
becauſe it will give occaſion to Vindicate the ancient 
Fathers from the miſ-repreſentations of the Moderns ; 
I ſhall alſo conſider the Minor. [* As for the Minor 
« Propoſition, That a Specifick Unity of Nature con- 
« fiſts with, and implies a Multiplication of the ſaid 
*« Nature, in the ſeveral Individuals which it belongs 
* to; I refer him to all the Logicians and Metaphy- 
« ficians, who have wrote of Species and Specifick U- 
« nity of 1dem & Diverſum, whether they do not give 
* this account of it, ] 

Our 


gicksg [ Species eſt id, quod de pluribus differentibus un- __Jr. & — 


Our Animadvertor is very confident of his Point. 7 
He refers to af the Logicians and Metaphyſicians, who £; » 4.” 
have wrote of Species and Specifick Unity, &c. But * © &*/ 
his confidence in quoting a, is only the more remark- ( Y Fo 0s 
able, ſince I do not know one ſingle Logician, who— © - - 
ever determined for the Animadvertor ; indeed this - Þ T/ 
Queſtion is not proper for a Logician ; but this is not (G& F 
the firſt time, the Animadvertor has confounded the * / 
two Sciences of Logicks and Metaphyſicks, and there- br mou 
by given us a Proof, that He underſtands neither. fhy®: iþ- v. 
This is the common Definition of a Species in Lo- © * / | 


mero”tanfin hoc ipſo quid eſt predicatur. } That which , _ |_,. /t 
may be predicated of many, differing only in number, /=, 4 
in anſwer to the Queſtion, what each ſingle Individual DU 
is > I never met with one ſingle Logician, who ever _ |;-p, t2 | 
changed this Definition of mo into pluribus na 77 ,, AR | 
tura differentibus, who ever affirmed that a Species may . 
be predicated of many differing in Nature. GOMLY | 
I ſhall ask the Animadvertor, whether Father, Son, 1, ,,; «-.'« ] 
and Holy Ghoſt, differ in number or not? Or how *  _-« , 
they can be ſaid to be three, if they differ not in * *"* 7, . | 
number # SEE 1 - 
He muſt contradict all Authority, both Ancient and <7 < / /g1 
Modern, if He ſhall deny, that * this term God, is Ef: }, .Y; [4 
ſeatially predicated of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt ; Fa «#7, 
that is, in anſwer to the Queſtion, what is the Father, ws 
or the Son, or Huly Ghoſt ? 
[ delire the Animadvertor to conſider this Point ; 
carefully, before He determins that this term God is F#:,-7 / 
not a Species [ at leaſt in our imperfect Concepti- * 
on of th.ngs ] ſince the Definition of a Speczes a- 
grecs to it. 


| | 
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Lib. 1.Sen- Peter Lombard is, (ſo far as I can find, the very firſt 
us DI. Perſon who ever ſcrupled the Phraſe, that the Divine 


AT fird fixcePerſons differ ia Number. The moſt Learned of the 


Nr arid this Greek Fathers, audatter & libere illa vocula atuntur in 


of bis Ma- diſtinftione Perſonarum, (lays the Learned Genebrard, and 
41 br) wht quotes Sr. Bafil, Fuſtin Martyr, Nazianzen, Epiphaniug, 
Geneby. Cyrillus, and Juſtinus Imperator ; Damaſcen 1s quoted by 
Reſp.21 Peter Lombard, His words are remarkable to my pur- 
ks. = poſe, ſo I ſhall give them. [ Jer ug »» X, s guru 


Pag. 121. Saptouy Atyorrmi as xwn5act. ] For Hypoſtaſes, or 


* Damiſ. lib 


3. de orth, Perſons are ſaid to differ in Number and not in Nature. 
Fide c. 6. So the ſame Damaſcen, ſpeaking of Adam, Seth, and 
Bb. 1-C- 9: Foe, ſays, & puou Rzpreuo aNuinauy, Seca £10y, 

They differ not in their Nature, for they are all Mex. 


+4 » liþ, 3, c 8. Again, oicy 0 Tere, x, 0 TlIavas 19 3 putv nave, 


« &X ae ug, T&® Aye 3D ) PUTEWS EYSMEVOL, LYIL 
gyors & Suvarrm Ayala} xl won I Dapte gy- 

Tt, 02 x95 aus Atyorrai. AS Peter and Paul are 

. not Numbered in what they are United, or one, For be. 


A [ AR b 
lib. 3. & 6, 702 gnz xown So Tay "ar autis WEE 0mivav 
\' e / . BR. - » e - fs) \ fax / 
Mg DF aTtwy, #, 5% £610 eUgelv ERIN », Ceomy pUow, n 
» 3 E ( 
po TOl £012y, EM avaytn TH AUTHS \0754 TH t, SLLOSME, X, 


e 


ETE@Xxm85; AtNuv =, TW ayay Tezda t, jOSTIO XN, ETh 
\ Yew % mMRev TC Ys XK, & 


2x51 F amv5arntw brweerzi., For every Eſſence u com- 
mon to all the Hypoſtaſes contained under it, and there 
is mot to be found any Particular or Singular Nature or 
Eſſence; otherwiſe it were neceſſary to call the ſame 
Hypoſtaſes Conſubſtantial, and yet of a different Eſſence ; 
As alſo to call the Holy Trinity of the ſame, and of a 
different Eſſence, according to the Divine Nature : Where- 

. the : ae FR, fore 
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fore the ſame Nature is beheld in every diſtintt Hypoſtafis. 
If Damaſcen were now alive, He could ſcarce deliver his 
Opinion more clearly. According to him, there is no 
ſuch thing as a Particular or Singular Nature, [ And 
no Philoſopher ever dream'd that the Univerſal Spe- 
cifick Nature was Multiplied in the diſtin& Hypoſta- 
ſes.] This was his judgment, which is what we are 


chiefly inquiring into : The learned Damaſcen adds 


Reaſon ; © For that, if we allow a Singular Nature in 
« each diſtin Hypoſtaſis, the ſame Hypoſtaſis muſt be” 


« both Conſubſtantial and not Conſubſtantial, which 
him was an Abſurdity in Philoſophy : ** Secondly, if 


his 


+ 


to 
we 


« allow a Singular Nature in each diſtinct Hypoſtaſis, 
« we muſt allo allow it in the Sacred Trinity, the Di- 
« yine Perſons muſt be Conſubſtantial and not Conſub- 
* ſtantial, which latter is Arianiſm, Trithesſm, the worſt {| 


« of Herefies : Wherefore the ſame Eſlence, (a 


—— 


learned Father, zs in every fing/e i pg The learn- 


ed Damaſcen knew no way to avol 


the conſequence in 


the Sacred Trinity, if he allowed it in a Trinity of Hu+ 
man Perſons, which is to me a Demonſtration, that He 
eſteemed the Unity of Nature in both inſtances Parallel : 
And whether Damaſcen was miſtaken in his Philoſophy 
or not, it manifeſtly appears; Firſt, That we cannot ar- 
gue from his Aſſertion of the Numerical Unity of the 
Divine Nature, that He disbelieved a Specifick Unity 


of the fame Nature, He believed not a Multiplicity 


of 


Human Nature in Human Hypoſtaſes, where there is con- 
felledly a Specifick Unity, His denial therefore .of a 
Multiplicity of the Divine Nature in the Divine Hy- 
poſtaſes, is no Argument, that He believed not a proper 


Specifick Unity of the common Divine Nature. 


Unitas Formalis is common with the Moderns, ei- 
ther to Unitas Vniverſalis, or Unitas Individualy, as the 


Form 
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Form may, according to them, be either Univerſal, that . | 
is, the Specifick Form, or elſe a Singular or Individual 
Form : And every Unity is an Arithmetical, Numeri- 
cal Unity; the bare Phraſe of it ſelf, therefore is not 
inconſiſtent with a Specifick Unity, even according to 
the Moderns; and much leſs with the Ancients, accord- 
1ng to whoſe Philoſophy, a Specifick Unity implied a 
{tritly Numerical Unity of Nature, in all the ſeveral 
Individuals. 
It is an eaſie thing to ſay, That the Ancients were 
miſtaken in their Philoſophy, but not ſo eafie to over- 
throw the learned Damaſcen's Reaſon, viz. That then 
properly two Human Hypoſtaſes would not be Conſub- 
whekus- ſtantial. This Concluſion the learned @r/mus embraces, 
pli. Cate. Duo homines ſunt 0proisoin, qui tamen non ſunt 5140890, 
Queſt. 33 But this is contrary to the Language of all Philoſophers, 
n-4P” contrary to himſelf, who a little before Determins that 
Ib. Queſt- Chriſt, ſecundum humanam naturam habet multos fratres 
33 P13. ee ſdem nature, according to his Human Nature, had 
many Brothers of the ſame Nature, or Conſubſtan- 

tial. 
Again, the Definition is juſtly ſuppoſed to contain the | 
Eſſence of any thing, but a true and proper Definition 
contains only the Genus and Difference, that is, only 
the Species. If we ask what is James or Peter? We 
anſwer, by the Difinition or Spectes, that each' of them 
1s a Man or animal rationale; but if according to the 
proper Rules of Philoſophy, the Eſſence of Peter and 
James is Singular ; We ought to add Singulare to ani- 
mal rationale, that is, We muſt contound what 15 
Perſonal in Peter and James with what is Efſenti- | 
al ; the Notes of Singularity with the Genus and Dif- } 
ference. | | 
"—_ 


pon the Vindication of the Trinity, &c. a2 


A Second Corollary I ſhall deduce from the Phij- ». 1 5. 
; loſophy of the Ancients in this Point, is, That their 
denying Peter, James, and Fohn, to be properly cal- 
led three Men, is not ſo great a Paradox, as ſome 
of the Moderns repreſent, or rather miſtake it. They 
never doubted, whether Peter, Fames, and John had 
three Souls and three Bodies, they never denied them 
to be three diſtiat Subſtantial Beings, three zz «--x4/- 
weve, that is, three Subjects in which the common 
Humanity did ſubſiſt, they believed them properly 
three Hypoſtaſes, which is all the vulgar mean by three' 
Men : The Debate 1s ſolely about a Phraſe, whether nv 
Peter, James, and John are more properly called three ul = / 
Hypoſtaſes in one Human Nature, or three Men. 3 W; 
The Former Phraſe,” SL oupan—ney he Maderns allow, as al- , h- 

ſo they confeſs, that all Concrete terms, ſuch as Max * l, | 
is, do Primarily ſignifie the Form ; and Secondarily_. -» YZ CE 
aſſignifie the Subje& in which ſach form ſabſiſts ;_ A 
Thirdly, the School-men themſelves give this Rule A 

concerning Deus, Creator, Dominus, Gcc. that becauſe if -; em 
the Form ſignified by thoſe Concrete terms, cannot *Y « 4 » .% | 
be Multiplied, [neither Deztas, vw creatrix, nor potentia | 
Dominatrix are according to the School-men, capable 
of Multiplication, ] theretore, neither are the Concrete 
terms Deus, Creator, Dominus, capable of a Plural Pre- 
dication. Now by the {ame Rule, this term Man ought 
not to be Plurally Predicated, ſince according to the 
Philolophy of the Ancients, Humanity, the Form, was 
not Multiplied in the ſeveral Human Hypoſtaſes. Nor 
ſee I, what a School-man can reply upon . his own 
Principles, fave his own ipſe dixit, that the Ancients 
were miſtaken, when they aſſerted that Humanity was 
not Multiplied in the ſeveral Human Individuals. 
For my own Part I eſteem this one Reaſon, = 
theſe 


4 


\ 
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thaſe terms, Deus, Creator, Dominus, &c. are not 
Multiplied, bur neither the fole nor chiet Reaſon of 
the Singularity of their Predication ; nay further, 
That the chict Reaſon why the Fathers of the Church 
| from before the Nicene Council, have Religiouſly obſer. 
n < r/-Mm-ved a ſingular Predication of thoſe Attributes, is by 
k, LF 4 ..2. no means applicable to the term May in reſpe of 

Arlgyenal Human Hypoſtaſes ; ſo that I can very well 

comply with common Cuſtom which calls Peter, James, 


= 
PLA [fo Pho thoge btn, and pee. beliens that Fatfier, $on, 
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: 
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F 
; 
: 
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—and Holy Ghoſt, ought not to be Caſtertthree Gods, three 
/ £ , Creators, three Lords; but this belongs to my Second 

ſ' ©.) Part of the true Notion of the Unity of God. 
104 * 16. A Second thing [I ſhall crave leave to obſerve, is, that 
| the School-men themſelves, that is, the chief Leaders of 
them, Thomas and Scotus were not averſe to this Philoſo- 
. phy of the Ancients in immaterial Beings, they deter- 
mining that the Angelical Nature was not capable of 
Multiplication in the ſeveral Angelical Perſons, and con- 
ſequently that the ſeveral Angels differed Specifically, 
x» -_ - and that there could not according to ſome, even by 
the Omnipotence of God , be created two Angels in 
the ſame Species. This, ſeveral of the School-men 
thought more Eligible than to Parallel the Unity of the 
Divine Perſons with Angelical Perſons : Common Cu- 
ſtom, Authoriſing the Phraſe of d.ffcrent Angels, as 

well as of different Men. 

The Foundation of this Aſſertion of the Schoolmen, 
concerning the impoſlibility of differeat Angels, within 
the ſame- Species, arole from their belief, that Marrer 
was the ſole Principle of Individuation, which is now ge- 

» ncrally diſapproved: However from Hence a fair Reaſon 
appears, why none of the School-men embraced this 
notion of the Ancients of the Specifick Unity ot the 

| Trinity 


upon the Vindication of the Trinity, &c. f 29 
Trinity ; they thought ſuch Unity impoſſible between im- $i/ge0 n- 


: k , han elinon ſint 
material Perſons; and it was down-right Arzani/m, to al- Competing 


ſert a Specifick Eſſential difference betwixt Father, Son, #tmie & L 


and Holy Ghoſt, and a worſe Hereſie to aſſert that Father, —_ 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt had Bodies. far ile 


A Third thing [ ſhall crave leave to obſerve, is, That Phz-*,uun 
loponus the famous Ring leader of the 7ritheit Hereticks, was nius Speti- 
the firſt of the Ancients,who aſſerted that a Specifick Unity rota F 
implied a Multiplication of the ſaid Nature in the ſeveral In- 50. #4 
dividuals of the ſame Species, and that conſequently,not on- * *7 \ 
ly three Human Perſons had three diſtin Human Natures, 

[which according to the Antients was an Error in Philoſo- 
phy,] But alſo the three Divine Perſons had three diſtinEt Na- 
tures. For which uncouth Phraſe, of three Natures in the Tri- 
nity, and not for holding a Specifick Unity of the Trinity, 
were Philoponns and his tollowers, Stiled 7rirheit Hereticks. 

Philoponus himſelf, as I believe, His followers more cer- 
tainly, if we may Credit Ex/ogius, were nearer Sabellius 
than the Faith of a Specifick Unity of the Trinity. 

Kzxcidev a0 jaty OMMdetiver I QUOW ANN prev OWfPACeINEY 
TW E£014y, GVRTNEOO v, — I 7 4.4 
vv gUIWw &, nao #, gmnev THUTEY £ITEY CudtZamird, x, 

61 Tus E445 TEIANE TRE Bnzs AgNv £X Epeizav' Sl av x, 
To Tees Yes u, Oerrures, A xy, Th gary Tis Ye voruarn, 
oy ucrTG x01 5 x, of MAY KATUXPAVOYTRL ws TRE 5012 Gf 
This Teiz3D; TERA TEC HALEY : 0 ol, ws & x2@ ws Neov Toy mra- 
TICX N TOW Iv # 70 TVEU/AGE ogaCamres B70 I} Lv Clev, of .u0v2 TH 
XEPEXTHCISULGE (Ren COTE TRLG 1 DOS TS, 2k OY PRCLTIG EV TEE. 

Eulogius, to me has cleared this obſcure Part of the Ec- ,,...o;, 
cleſiaſtical Hiſtory. Theſe Monophy/itz Herericks, thele lioh. Cod. 
Tritheiſt Hereticks [for beth thele Hereſies are charged up- ©X*% DD) 
on Philoponus] diſtinguiſhed gys; and gnz, betwixt Nature Ps 1 


A 


- 
WS? 


id 
and Eſſence, and none but ſome of the Maddeſt aſleried /f fr 
three Eſſences in the Trinity, but only three Natures ; Bur & We 
the Othodox eſteeming gvsis and go as equivalent, gave C « JF 
the Name of 7ritheit Hereticks to both ; Otherwiſe thole 

S who 
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A 

/ ho/dilinguiſhed betwixt pvos and ganz, were fo far from 

/ believing three Gods, that they did not as Eulogius there 

a} tells us, believe that either Father, Son, or Holy Ghoſt were, 

ly iv xv2jw;, properly God, andin the next words, gives us their 

| A oſitive Faith, that they eſteemed the Perſonal properties 
/ o be the Perſons themſelves ; There may be a gy; of a 


ſonal property, of what we conceive in the Nature of 


-v/ Again, Perſonal property, an Accident or Mode can ne- 
} "tc yer be properly God : So that theſe Hereticksas the Church 
Mn c hen judged them, believed one Eſſence with three pro- 
7 pert they believed theſe properties to ſubſiſt, or to be 
, Hy poſtaſes. How near the Animadvertor comes to them, 
1 aninedv. when he tells us, that the ternary Number belongs only to the 
} Ibid p 21: Perſonalities, that a Perſon here [or in this Myſtery] im- 
— 275. ports a Mode or Relation, GC. that the Relations ſubfiſt, | 
OA *,,.1::ri,. leave to Himſelf upon cooler conſideration. If he deſires to 
, / lio. Cod. ſee theſe Notions confuted ; He may pleaſe toconſult Eule- 
Þ. 866, L7us in the ſame place, where He will find, that Eulogius 
thought them ſcarce in their Senſes, that could imagine a 
*P- 27H * Relation or Perſonal property could ſubſiſt or be a Perſo 


OC 


/ | was the more willing to explain this obſcure Hereſie, 
A. ſince this is the eternal Harangue of the Socinians, that the 


+ 1 & Faith of three proper Perſons was condemned by the Anci- 

| ents, in the Perſon of Phz/oponus, when yet at the ſame time 

Pr "they confeſs thatthe beliet of a Specifick Unity of the Trini- 

ty, was the Faith of the Nicene Fathers, which two Opt- 

nions are inconſiſtent, that they ſhould condemn that tor 

Hereſie, the worſt of Hereſies in Phil/oponns; which thzy 
eſteemed Orthodox in themſelves and their own Party. 

e.18. Fourthly and laſtly, Though I ſee noneceſſity of 'Multi- 

& Pplyingthe Divine Nature, if we aſſert a Specifick Unity of 

the Trinity, and le(s, if we aſſert it in the Senſel only con- 

rend for, that is for ſuch a tranſcendental Unity which in 

our imperſe& Conception of things, muſt either be called a 

Specifick Unity, or confeſſed to want a Name in our _ 

Philo- 


/ 
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E SY Accident, ganz 15 by Ariſtotle appropriated to Subſtance, 
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Philoſophy, yet ex abundanti, l am not afraid to declare to 
the Sociniuns, that I would ſooner acknowledge three Sin- 
gular Divine Natures in the Trinity, than deny the Faith 
of three Divine Perſons : A Singular Nature or Eſſence, if 
we admit ſuch a Notion in Philoſophy,isalſo a Perſonal Na- 
ture or Eſſence, and whatever is Perſonal in the Divinity 
it ſelf, may be Multiplied ; nor have the Ancients ſome- 
times ſcrupled the Phraſe of Tein f:o7u; nor Petavins that _— 
of Trina Deitas, no more than Trinus Deus, and genita, 
and ingenita ſapientia, &c. is of the ſame Import. All I 
will {ay at preſent of theſe and the like Phraſes is, that they 
are fairly reconcileable with the true Notion of the Unity of 
God, and no ways contradictious toReaſon that I know of : 
Both which I hope to evince in my Second Part, where I 
ſhall alſo endeavour to explain the ſenſe, in which the An- 
cients uſed theſe different Expreſſions of wiz feqzxs and 
Teloon VeoTus. 
[ © It is evident, that He[the Reverend Dean] makes p. 186: 
« Specifick ſameneſs of Nature,and the Agreement of 7hzxgs lin. 20. 
« Numerically different-in one and the (ame common Na- *©* 
« ture, to ſignifie convertibly the ſame thing.) 
Well, and what tollows? In this, ſays the Animadvertor, t1bid. 
He u guilty of a very great miſtake, by making thoſe things 
the ſame, which are not the ſame. 
With the Animadvertor's leave, the miſtake lies wholly 
at his own door. The Agreement of Modes Numerically dit- 
ferent in one and the ſame common Nature, and a Specifick 
ſameneſs of Nature are vaſtly diflerent : But the Reverend 
Dean's words are,the Agreement of Things Numerically dit- 
terent, andit is the fenſe of all Philoſophers, that Things Nu- 
merically differing, can only agrec in one Specifick Nature. 
* The term{ Deus] indeed is neither a Geyws nor a Speczes. p. B6.'tn. 
** Neverthele(s, all Divines and School-men allow it to be a _ 
* fermimus COMMUNE. | 
This great D:&ator in Philoſophy, I find, ts yet to learn 


the firſt Rudiments in Logeck. A terminus communis in Logtck 
1s 


20. 
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is the ſame with a terminus Vniverſalis, with a terminus pres 
dicabilis, and all Logicians I have had the Fortune to con- 
. Cult, ſpeak but of five Predicables, Genus, Species, Differentia, 
Proprium, Accidens. It is too great an abſurdity for the Ani- 
madvertor to be guilty of, to affirm that the term Deus is 
either Differentia, Proprium, Or Accidens. Beſides that, all 
the Arguments himſelf has brought againſt the Admiſſion 
ot a Specifick Unity of the Divine Nature, are equally leve|- 
kd againſt the Admiſſion of the Univerſality of the com- 
mon Divine Nature, that is, againſt this Aſſertion, that 

Arimady, Dens is a terminus communis. 
P- 154- Well, but do not a/ Divines and School-men allow it to 
rye © be a terminus communis 2 Shall I borrow his own words, and 
modun ter- anſiver that by this expreſſion, it would more than ſeem thar 
montd "os , He has read themall: But by the concluſion, that he has read 
lice fgu- none of them, For not one ſingle School-man or Modern, 
terisfie ts: who follow them, do, 1 verily believe, allow this term Deus 
_ tbe, to be a terminus communis. That famous ObjeQtion againſt 
ſoppoftis, the Faith of the Trinity which the Schoolmen and Moderns 
7 he ih are ſo much concerned to anſwer, viz. That if the Father is 


aibss fun- God,and the Son is God,the Father muſt be the Son,ground- 

eter me edupon this Axiom, Que ſunt eadem unitertio, ſunt cadem in- 

ziverſalis. ter ſe, ſhews the judgment of the Schoolmen and Moderns, 

Bellarml- that they take this term Dems to be a terminus fingalaris, for 

Cbriſto, 1.2. that Axiom holds not in a termings communts. 

c.18% This indeed the Schoolmen and Moderns do hold, that this 
term Deus isa terminus fingularis communicabilis, communi» 


cable by Pradication, asa terminus communis, but in it (elf a 


terminus fingularts. 
p 217. [* In God, beſides Eſſence or Subſtance, we aſſert, that 
lin. 2. «there is that which we call Mode, Habitude or Relation, 
ay We cannot contemplate God as he is in himſelf,a pure ſim- 


ple AQ; but to aſſert the exiſtence of Modes in Godtrom our 
imperfet Conception of things, is peculiar tothe Animad- 
vertor, but this falls in naturally in thenext Chaprer, where 
we are to enquire whether the Perſonalities are proper 
Modes. . One 


upon the Vindication of the Trinity, &c. 


One thing I cannot omit; the Animadverter tel!s us, 
& That by one or cither of theſe in Conjunion with Et 
« (ence or Subſtance, we give account of all the AQs, 
« Attributes, and Perſonalities belonging to the Divine 
* Nature. 

What do we give account of the Divine Attributes by 
Eſſence and a Mode? zs this, in his own Words, The con- 
ſtant, unanimouſly received Dodrine of Divines, Schoo!-men, 
and Metaphyfitians in their Diſcourſes upon God ? 

Can a Reader unacquainted with theſe Debates, believe 
that by the conſtant, unanimouſly received Doctrine of 
Divines, School-men, and Metaphyſitians ; we are to un- 
derſtand the ſingle Aninmadverter alone, and yet that is the 
truth, So (p. 51. /. 3.) he with the ſame confidence and 
ſomething elle, tells us, [ © That a/ Divines hitherto have 
* looked upon, and profeſſedly treated of the Divine Na- 
* ture and Attributes as different and diſtin from one 
* another, ſtill conſidering the firſt as the Subje, and 
* the other as the Adjunas of it.] , 

What muſt we ſay, when a Perſon ſhall ſetup for a Cri- 
tick in the moſt myſterious Article of our Religion, and 
himſelf underſtands not the firſt Elements of Divinity ? Did 
any Divine before himſelf compound God of Subje&t 
and Adjun& ? Did any Divine before himſelf affert that 
Holineſs, Goodneſs, Truth, Knowledge, Eternity, &c. were 
Adjuncts in God? Does he know what an Adjunct is? Quod 
alicui preter eſſentiam adjungitur , ſomething added, con- 
joyned to the Eſſence of a Being : Do not all Divines teach, 
That the Divine Attributes may be predicated i» ab/tra- 
fo of God, God is his Wiſdom, his Power, his Goodneſs, 
but a Subject cannot be fo predicated of its Adjun ? But 
Iam aſhamed of confuting ſo weak a Notion, yet our A- 
nimadverter has the Face to ſay, That without this Noti- 


on, it 1s impoſlible to diſcourſe intelligibly of the Divine #:. p. »:7. 
Attributes. | 


T [© What 


Ibid. 
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P. 223 Qa.z, [© What is the Subſtance or Nature of God? I anſwer, 
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© lt is a Being exiſting of and by it ſelf Incorporeal, In. 
«® finite, Eternal, Omaniſcient, Omnipotent, &c.] 

The Animadverter triumphs over this and iome other 
queſtions the Reverend Dean had made, as ealic and tri. 
fling, for that is the natural Senſe of calling them oe /; 
very formidable, &c. But I conceive, that he miſtook 
the Reverend Dean's Mind in asking this queſtion, which 
(probably was, What Notion we can frame in our Minds 
of the Subſtance of God, of an infinite, immaterial Suh. 
ſtance? However, I ſhall wave that, and tell him, That 
he has extremely failed in the anſwer of this eaſie Qye. 
ſtion. 


Firſt, When he tells us, that the Nature of God is a 
Being. God is properly called a Being, but his Nature 
ought to be ſtiled an Eſſence and not a Being, when we 
ſpeak properly, and according to the formal Conception 


1; -- of things. 


a, on fr {cm » Hecondly, To be a Being _— of it (elf, is not of the 


Nature or Eſſence of God, otherwiſe the Son and Holy Spi- 
rit are not each of them God, for certainly neither the 
Son nor Holy Spirit exiſt of themſelves; to be a Being ex- 


=. p 4 / ſting of it ſelf, is a perſonal property of the Father alone. 


Thirdly, Exiſting by it ſelf is but an explication of be- 
7ing an Hypoſtaſis or Suppofitum, which indeed agrees to 
Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt, bue yet by the Conſent of 

{ober Divines, is not eſteemed an effential Predication, 
and confequently ought not to be put into the Definition 
'of God. 

Fourthly , Incorporeal, Infinite, &c. are Attributes, 
that is, according, to the Animadverter, Adjands to the 
Eſſence or Natore of God, how come they therefore to 
make up part ot the Definition of the Nature of God ? But 


I am tired, and have reaſon to believe my Reader fo _ 
the 
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the obſervation of the Animadverter's Miſtakes, and 
therefore I have omitred very many I did obſerve, and 
doubtleſs a more attentive Reader would find many which 
eſcaped my notice. 

The Animadverter in this Book has concern'd himſelf 
chiefly with three Articles, Chriſt's SatisfaQtion, His In- 
carnation, and the Dodrine of the Trinity ; and I do not 
find upon the 1ſtriteſt Search, that he underſtands any 
one of them. Concerning the laſt of theſe Articles, the 
Reader cannot have a clearer Proof than by Examination 
of - the Animadverter's eighth Chapter, wherein he pro- 
feſſedly endeavours to lay down the poſitive Faith of the 
Church concerning this Article. 


CHAP. VIL 


[*T judge it neither improper nor unuſefull to repreſent p: 249-1 2.1.1. 


« what the Church has hitherto held and taught 

* concerning this important Article of the Trinity, as I 

« find it in Councils, Confeſſions, Fathers, School-men, 
< and other Church-writers both ancient and modern.] 

Make room for this mighty Man, keep ſilence and learn 


what Councils, Confeſſions, Fathers, School-men, and 


other Church-writers both ancient and modern have taught 
in this important Article. Goliath himſelf was not more 
compleatly armed Cap-a-pee, but Goliath wanted little 
David's Sling ; he came not in the name of the Lord. 
And it ſeems this great Opiniator has forgot his Bible: be- 
hind him, quite forgot Chriſt and his twelve Apoſtles in 
the Crowd of Fathers, and School-men, and other Church- 

writers both ancient and modern. | 
Shall I need to remind this great Critick, that if Coun- 
cils, Confeſſions, Fathers, School-men, and other Church- 
TS i writers 


Article 8. 


Pp. 240.1.14.n.2. 
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writers both ancient and modern have determined, I will 
not ſay againſt, but, without a ſufficient Foundation of 
Scripture, their determination is no rule of a Proteſtant's 
Faith 2? 

Our Church receives the Creeds themſelves, becauſe 
they may be proved by moſt certain Warrants of Holy 
Scripture. 

I acknowledge it a great Confirmation of my Faith, as 
to this Article, that Councils and Fathers have explained 
the Scriptures in the ſame Senſe in which I believe them. 

The Eccleſiaſtical Phraſes and Forms of Speech are ve- 
ry uſefull to detect xquivocating Hereticks, or as they 
ſpeak in ſhort what the Scriptures deliver in ſeveral places, 


| or as they are Arguments ad homines, to thoſe who ac- 


knowledge their Authority. 

[© Now the commonly received Dodtrine of the Church 
« and Schools concerning the Bleſſed Trinity (fo far as 1 
* can judge, but ſtill with the humbleſt Submiſſion to 
< the Judgment of the Church of England in the Caſe) 
« is this, That the Chriſtian Religion having laid this 
« ſure Foundation, that there is but one God, and that 
<* there is nothing (2. e. no poſitive real Being ſtriQtly 
<* and properly ſo called) in God, but what is God: and 
« laſtly, That there can be no Compoſition in the Deity 
« with any ſuch poſitive real Being diſtin from the Det 
« ty it ſelf; and yet the Church finding in Scripture 
« mention of three, to whom diſtintly the God-head 
« does belong, it has by warrant of the ſame Scripture, 
« Heb. 1. 3. expreſſed theſe three by the Name of Per- 
« ſons, and ſtated their Perſonalities upon three diſtin 
« Modes of Subſiſtence allotted to one and the ſame God- 
* head, and theſe alſo diſtinguiſhed from one another by 
< three diſtin Relations. ] 

Firſt, The Complement is very high to the Church of 
England, that he will ſubmit the Faith which he finds in 
Councils, 
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upon the Vindication of the Trinity, 8c. 
Councils, Confeſſions, Fathers, Schoot-men, and other 
Church-writers both ancient and modern to the Judgment 
of the Church of England ; but whom does the Animad- 
verter mean by the Church of England > this is his Cha- 
racer of the Churchmen, the Clergy: of the Church of 
England in 1690 [when the Reverend Dean publiſhed his * / FP 
Vindication of the Trinity.] And the ſecond Edition of -F  /, // 
his Animadverſions are printed in 1693, viz. That none of 
then oppoſed the Reverend Dean's Notioris, moſt over- © 9 
looked them, and ſome countenancing and advancing the 4 ©. 
Author of them, and perhaps for them too ; this truly is / /; a7 - 
the Caſe; and by thoſe ſome, he eſpecially underſtood 
the then Lord Archbiſhop of Canterbury, ſo that this is a Animad p.36: 
meer Complement, if not, as a Friend hinted, put in, in 
hopes of more Preferment. 

Secondly, This Article, that there is but one God, is 
an Article properly of Natural not the Chriſtian Religion, 
The Chriſtian Religion does repeat and acknowledge it. 
This Article is the Foundation of the Chriſtian Religion, 
and not a Foundation laid by the Chriſtian Religion ; of 
which Diſtintion in my ſecond part, when I come to ex- 
plain the Unity of God. 

Thirdly, That Propoſition, that there is nothing in God 
but what is God, is true without his exception of a Mode, 
which the Animadverter intends by his Parentheſis, but 
the whole relates to the Simplicity of a Divine Perſon, 
and not of the Trinity. 

Fourthly, There is no Compoſition in the Trinity, not 
becauſe there is noPlurality in the Trinity, for then there 
could be no Trinity ; but becauſe Father, Son and Holy 
Ghoſt are not parts nor any ways analogous to. compo- 
nent parts of God, but each diſtin Divine Perſon is as 
compleatly, perfe&tly God, as each diſtin angelical Per- 
fon is a compleat, perfet Angel. 
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\/{_whom diftinitly [mark that word diſtintly] the God- 


» s p 7 <pne and three; neither of which Articles are to be con- 
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q jt: 
A Cotihgch ſtiled Father, Son and Holy :Ghoſt by the Title of 


A... 
y 4; 7" 'Tngular, not plural Number. The Enquiry -is not whe- 


< 
ad 
fo far as I know, till Beza's Tranſlation, conſtantly ren- 


"elf requires this Tranſlation, «v5; ſignifies there not 


| -Perrorum, p- that is, of his Paternity,but of his Father's Subſtance or N4- 


"a. ep > © þ> FS _ 
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 * Fifthly, the Chriſtian/Religion does declate not only, 
that there is but one God, bur alſo that there are three, to 


«a #% "ay 


d does belong, which is in other Words, that God is 


tradifted. 
Sixthly, Heb. 1. 3. was not the Warrant why the 


Perſons; the term in that place is warrior, Hypolſta- 
s, and not Te cos, Perſon ; ſecondly, «zpreworec 1s in the 


ther Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt be each an «z>!aza, but 

hether they be Hypoſtaſes in the Plural Number ; third- 
'# 7252/74; Was In that very place from before = 
rom's time in all the Authentick Tranſlations ofthat Epiſtle, 


Jerd by ſubtantiz, Subſtance ; fourthly, The place it 


the Perſon of the Father, but ſomething which the Father 
in our Conception hath. The Son is not the Imape of 
his Father's Subſiſtence in the Senſe of the Animadverter, 


ture. Hypoſtaſis anſwers to Glory, by which is certainly 
meant the Father's eſſential Glory ; fiſthly, The Fathers 
who in their private Comments expounded 2525s; by 
Perſon, as our Tranſlation alſo renders it, did it to expreſs 
a further Similitude betweerrthe Father and Son, viz. That 
the Son is a Perſon as well as the Father, which is a true 
Expoſition, but perhaps not intended in this place ; how- 
ever, it overthrows the ſubtleties of the Schools, that the 
Relations conſtitute each a Perſon, for then the Son could 
not be the Tmage of the Father in Perſonality, as he is not 

his Image in Relation, 1s not a Father but a Son. 
Sixth Y, And ſtated their Perſonalities upon three di- 
Rint Subhiſtences alletted to one and the ſame God-head. _ 
Firſt, 
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upon the Vindication of the Trinity, &c. 14] 
Firſt, This is a ſecondary and leſs principal Enquiry, 
about which there would be little or no difficulty if the 
great difficulty in this Controverſie were firſt determin'd, /; / / 
viz. What the three Divine Perſons are. KI 
A Perſen in this facred Mytitery is that to which the a 
ternary Number belongs. Three Perfons, as a late Reve- © f, 
rend Author expreſlcs it, are three Somewhats, three Rela- Anim. p. 120. 
tives, ſays the Animadverter. Agree bur what we mult 
add to Somewhats, to Relatives, and there needs not a 
word to determine what the three Perlonalities are. 
If we fay with the Ancients three Hypoſtaſes, that is, a '-/ / 
three Subſtances, and neither St. Augu/tin, St. Ftierom, nor 
St. Hilary knew any other Senſe ot the term Hypollaſles. 
Every compleat Subſtance is a Suppoſitum, and has a pro- 
per Mode of Subſiſtence, and then there is no more diff 
culty in conceiving three Hypoſtaſes to have three Modes 
of Subſiſtence, than for the Socinians or Jews to explain, 
how God, whom they believe one Perſon, one Hy poſta- 
ſis, has one Mode of Subſliſtence. 
Secondly, To allot three Modes of Subſiſtence to one 
and the ſame fingular God-head is quickly faid, but it is 
ſuch a Choke-pear,\ that the ſeveral Parties of the {chola-. 
ſtick Tribe have not known how to ſwallow. 


r. The Foundation of it is a Miſtake, v4z. a falſe Tran- ' .,, ,, 
lation of that noted Phraſe, reg: 75: Imn2Zeoc. For that | 
Phraſe ſignifies not, as the Schoolmen from their ill Tran- + © © 
ſlations miſtook it, modes of Subſiſtence in the Abſtract, ' +1 h 
but the Modes or Properties of the ſubſiſtent Being or Per- 
ſon in the Concrete ; this Phraſe ſignifies not the perſonal 
Forms or Perfonalities, but the Properties of the Perſon al- (4 /{” 
ready conſtituted, which two differ as a Form and an Ad- |, 7; wr 
jun, Perſonality is the Form, a perſonal Property is an 
AdjunQ, and ſuppoſes the Perſon already conſtituted and 
formed. 

Fuſt in 
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An Anſwer to the Animadverſions 


Fuſtin Martyr, or rather the Author under his Name, 


Anim p 252. whom our Animadverter quotcs, after thoſe remarkable 


words {o often imitated by the ſucceeding Greek Fathers, 
TE 6 EN eavgral, 2, 2#1170v, i, £xTTI22YTET, £2 Bots © Juarh, 
2A Teoma > Una n;* For the Terms unbegotten, Le- 
gotten, proceeding. are not Names of the Eilence, but 
Froperties of the ſubſiſtent Being or Perſon, and before 
that latter place, viz. that theſe Terms are #x 8az5 ds 
Aomnxs, but owamxs mY wirguwoeey, that is, not deno- 
ting the Eſſence, but ſ;gnifying the Hypoſtaſes or Perſons. 
[Hypoſtaſis ſignifies the Perſon i» concreto, and not the 
Subſiſtence i» ab/trafo, as the Animadverter has falſely 
tranſlated it.) I ſay, that Authqr has in the middle, be- 
tween theſe two places a Paſſage that undeniably evinces 
the Senſe of the Phraſe in Diſpute. That Author illu- 
ſtrates the former Phraſe by the example of Adam, whoſe 
TE cm; 73 Umrazziwoc, Whoſe perſonal Property was to be im- 


© mediately formed by the Hands of God. *AXAz 5 tznae- 


og 3 Te me ® Undetee Irdti, To 9D Gmug Eyaroro 01 pacuies 
The Formation (of Adam) gives us his perſonal Property, 


/ for it declares how he was produced. I believe the Ani- 


madverter himſelf will not have the Confidence to pre- 
tend, that the Formation of Adam by the hands of God 
was the Perſonality of Adam, that which properly conſti- 


\ tuted Adam a Perion, but only a' Property of Adam conſi- 


dered in our Conception, as already conſtituted. This 
Senſe of the Phraſe was undiſputed in the learned Dama- 


| Damaſ. ib. 1. ſcew's time. A, x, mavTx Cor £y4 6 TaTHQ, UTE cio, mA\WW 
de ortho. fide 3 &yarviocs, in & orpraim gn; Ragoepy, &9: ati, 
A 


GLIAGL TELA UTLEZEWS. "Nome #%, 5 "AR EV VnTes @v 
(mama » &1 TS Ots ) Py I Yeornes (ucs » fn Ty A» 
B21) % 1 Eve ox 7 Ts Aru mwess; crmrogehfion (8 90 
tym dury) 8 quot Sepie cov DArAes, dr3epmru Þ cow, 
22 TH > Unagtie; Tagmry. Wherefore all things that the 
Father hath are alſo his, [that is, the Son's) except Innaſ- 

| cibility, 
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upon the Vindication of the Trinity, &c. 
cibility, [or the property of being unbegotten.,] which 
notifies not a difference of Eſſence or a [different effenrial] 
Dignity, but a perſonal Property, even as Adam being un- 
begotten, (for he was immediately formed by God) and 
Seth begotten, (for he was the Son of Adam) and Fre 
proceeding out of the fide of Adam (for ſhe was not be- | 
gotten) differ not in Nature, for they are all Men {or 
human Perſons] but in a [diſtin] perſonal Property. 

Theſe words need no Comment, Seth's Birth and Fwe's Il 
Proceſſion of the Rib of 4dam are not their Perſonalities, © // 
not their Modes of Subſiſtence, but their perſonal Proper- 
ties,not that which conſtituted them Perſons, but that which | 
diſtinguiſhed them in our Conception one from another,that | 
which conſtituted them 4i/tinft Perſons one from another. /| 

Beſides the Phraſe 7» a44»775» is not of it ſelf capable of S** Ch. 2.n.to.” | 
any other Interpretation : to be unbegotten, a negation, Aa/'! 2 4*|8 
can never be the Father's Mode of Subſiſtence, his Perſo- Þ 
nality, 70 2 avntey, ſays the Animadverter, 7s a term not | 
importing in it any poſitive Relation, but only a meer Nega- | 
tion of all Producibility by any ſupertar Principle. This ; pou" Oc. P. | 
term therefore cannot ſignifie cauſally, and conſequently | 
not Teams; © uma, Which 2» 2amyrer 15 here ſtiled 4 
contrary to the Animadverter's Obſervation. 4 

] acknowledge to the Animadverter, that every Perſon, wid p. :5wyilt 
and conſequently the Divine Perſons are formally conſti- ?5”* / ws 
tuted ſuch by a Mode of Subſiltence, or what we are obli- ; þ ie ml 
ged to conceive of as a Mode of Subſiſtence, that is, each / A 145 
diſtinct Perſon has a diſtint Mode of Subſiſtence, and the f 4”* 4 
three Divine Perſons have in our Conception three diſtin a af EY 
Modes of Subſiſtence. Nay, will add turther, that Ibclieve £*f/ ©? / 
that no Man, who underſtands the meaning of the term | #7, 
Hypoſta(is, and ules it Without Aquivocation, will or can * | 
deny any part of this. The Reverend Dean exprefly ac- A "ye ON 
knowledges this truth. A Bealt is a Suppoſitum, ----- that Findyf the tF7-] 
1s, a diſtinct living ſub/i/Fing Being by it felf, But I do "”: |» 262, ; 

U here 


An Anſwer to the Animadverſions 


here deny to the Animadverter, that the Ancient Fathers 
did ever aſſert, that the. Divine Relations were in this 
proper, formal Senſe, Modes of Subſiſtence, or that That 
Phraſe, T- ;27; > uUTz2Zeo:;, when applied to the Divine 
Relations, and much more when-applied to 7) 444»175 was 
by them underſtood in the proper formal Senſe, of which 
we are now enquiring. 

Secondly, If the Animadverter could-get over the firſt 
Difficulty, he would find a ſecond behind, how one ſim- 
ple Being (which is the Animadverter's Hypotheſis of the 
Trinity) can have three Modes of Subſiſtence. The 
whole School of the Thomiſts and Scoti/ts aſſert an abſolute 
eſſential Subſiſlence, and conſequently one Subſiſtence of 
the whole Trinity, they eſteem the three Divine Perſons 
to be unum ſubſiſtens ; unum ſuppofitum aut perſonam incom- 
pletam, (ays Cajetan, (one of the moſt famous Commen- 
tators upon Aquinas) to which Suarez only replies, Cavew 
dus eſt hic loquendi modus, utpote alienus a modo loquendi 
conciliorum, Patrum (5 Theologorym : that is, have a care 


/- {leſt Hereticks hear us, and take advantage at ſuch a novel 
/1 « 5 Expreſſion; otherwiſe, Suarez finds no fault with the Do- 


rine: and indeed to ſay, That Exiſtence or Subſiſtence 


Subſiſtences, but one eſſential abſolute Subſiſtence with 
. three Relations, or thrce relative Modes, or three Modes 
' of Incommunicability. But of this I have already ſpoke, 
Chap. 1. x.11, 12, 13. 
1 hirdly, To allot three Subſiſtences to the God-head, 
15 to contradict the Ancients, Ty eywmmry, yivvme, x, CH 
70-UTE 2x £m2% 17 4a7, theſe Properties are not Names 
» of the Eſſence, of tize God-head, bur of the Perſons. The 
God head docs not properly fubſiſt, but the Divine Per- 
Ah CEE ſons 
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upon the Vindication of the Trinity, &c. 
ſons ſubſiſt. Cajetan may inform the Animadverter, what 
is the con'equence of aſcribing Subſiſtence to the God- 


head, even the fame with calling it a ſappoſitum or incom- 
pleat Perſon ; where the term incompleat is only added to 


| avoid the groſineſs of the Phraſe; otherwiſe they aſcribe 


all the Divine As to this unum ſubþ/ſtens, unum ſuppeſitum, 
and call them effential Acts; whereas the Notion of Phi- 
loſophers is that aftiones now Th 757m, ſed 75 Imxgara at- 
tribuuntur, that Actions ought not to be attributed to the 
Nature but to the Perſon endowed with ſuch Nature. 
The Perſon is the principium quod, Nature only the princi- 
pium quo, the power by which the Perſon acteth. 

The School-men retain in words the perſonal Acts of 


the Divine Perſons, that Generation is the perſonal Act 


of the Father, Incarnation, the perſonal At of the Son, 
Sanaification, the perſonal Ak of the Holy Spirit. A- 
ive Spiration, the perſonal Act of the Father and Son. 
But theſe are meer words. Generation, according to the 
School-men, is the reflex Act of the Divine Underſtanding, 
whereby it knows it ſelf ; and this fingular individual Act 
they aſcribe in common to Father Son and Holy Ghoſt. 
So every thing that is an Act in Incarnation, is according 
to them, the Act of the whole Trinity: they pretend in- 
deed, that the ſame ſingular reflex Act of the Divine Un- 
derſtanding only generates, as it proceeds from the Perſon 
of the Father : and that the Incarnation is only terminated 
upon the Perſon of the Son.But what Pretence to invent for 
Santtification, I do not find that they are yet agreed. The 
ſacred Scriptures give Sandctification for the diitinguiſhing 
Character of the third Perſon ; he js fo called in the very 
Form of Baptiſm : to deny this diſtinguiſhing Character 
was dSabellianiſm to the Ancients. Yet this the School- 
men have undeniably done in the At of Sanification. 
The Maxim of the Ancients was, that Opera Trinitatis ad 
extra ſunt indiviſa: They have not only miſconſtrued 

2 indiviſa 
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indiviſa for confuſa, but in reality, left out the Exception 
ad extra and confounded the Actions ad intra as well as 
thoſe ad extra. So Spiration to the School-men is that 


AR of the Divine Will, whereby it loves it ſelf, and this 


ſingular individual Att they alſo aſcribe to the Holy Spi- 
rit equally with the Father and the Son. Only fay they, 
The Divine Will's loving it ſelf is not Spiration in the Per- 
ſon of the Holy Ghoſt, but only in.the Perſon of the Fa: 
ther and Son. 
Fathers to confeſs theſe to be inſcrutable Myſteries, than 
ro expole the ſacred Article by ſuch bold and abſtruſe De- 
finitions, and yet theſe arc the Gentlemen whom the Ani: 
madverter commends for venturing little, for proceding 
upon the ſureſt grounds of Reaſon and Scripture. 

Again, Sanctification, which the divinely inſpired Wri- 
tings give us, as the peculiar Team > v7z25em; of the 
Holy Ghoſt, rclating to the Creatures, to a temporal AQ, 
can never be the Perſonality of the Holy Ghoſt, but only 


a perſonal Property of the third Perſon of the Bleſſed Tri- 


nity. 

The School-men take ſheltcr in the Term Spir ze, [which 
of it ſelf is common to the whole Trinity, ] and call the 
Proceſſion ot the Holy Ghoſt by the Term, Spiration But 
the whole Greek Church believe the Holy Ghoſt the Spi- 
rit ofthe Son, and yet denies the Eternal Procaiſjon of the 
Holy Ghoſt from the Son; and whatever may ke ſaid for 
the pious Credibility of this Article in the Senſe of the 


\ Weſtern Church, yct I find, that our greateſt Divines, 


Lib: 5. de. Tr. 


cap Il. 


Laud, Stilling fleet, Chillingworth, &c. have deny'd that 
this is an Article of Faith, or that the Greek Church is 
guilty of Hereſy in denying of it. Further, from St. Au- 
guſtin we learn that this Senſe of this Term, Spiration, 
was unknown to the Latin Church in his time. [© Me 
* [piritus fanitus qui non Trinitas ſed in Trinitate intelligi- 
* tut, in eo quod proprie dicitur ſpiritus ſantus relative dis 

: | * citar, 


How much better is it with the Ancient - 


upon the Vind:cation of the 'Trintty, &C. 


* citur, cum ad patrem & filium refertur, quia ſpiritus ſans 
” « tus & patris S filii ſpiritus eſt, ſed ipſa relatio non appa- 
at « ret in hoc nomine. | 

Nor has the Miſſion of the Divine Perſons (which to 
the Ancients was a ſacred proof of the Piurality of Perſons 
; in the Bleſſed Trinity) fared better in the Expoſition of 
* the Schoolmen than the internal perſonal Aﬀts. Accor- 
Fo ding to their Maſter, they affirm, that the Son was ſent 
i; not only by the Father, and the Holy Spirit, [which laſt Lib. r. Senr, 
1 {\ may be allowed in an improper Senſe] but alſo by him- 64". oo 
b | ſelf. So true is that ancient Obſervation of Athana/tus, 
A dT GAN UNA TUWTE;, v9 Rv #, TW anon wore? 7 Hen _ 
7 yivoy tmyuectow, They who aſſert the Trinity to be a - "Aj P. $516, 
Monad {with the Animadverter a /mple Being| will find 
, themſelves obliged to adulterate the Divine Miſſion and 
. Generation. 
[© The Perſonalities by which the Deity ſtands diver- P: 241-1. ult. 
* fify'd into three diſtinct Perſons, are by the Generality * 3* , 
«* of Divines both Ancient and Modern, called and ac- f. he. F; 
* counted Modes, or at- leaſt, ſomething Analogous to: P 
* them, ſince no onething can agree both to God and the*,/, ,-» 7” 
* Creatures by a perlect Univocation: } 2 PU 

] intreat the Animadverter to inform- me, where he FF FF 
learnt that new Phraſe of a Deity diverſified. Many have 
ſcrupled the Phraſe concerning the Divine Perlons, are 
afraid of aſlerting that the Divine Perſons differ or are 
diverſe. Himlelt tells us, that they are diſtinguiſhed from Anim. &e. p,' 
one another and no more. But to tell us of a ſingular Deity "75 >, | 
divertity'd (which is: the Animadverter's Hypotheſis) is. 47 ,, 4 | 

£ | 
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to mc new Divinity. ”.f 
Secondly, The Perſonalities are called and accounted” | *' 7 * 
Modes, &c. Docs the Animadverter know no difference '#+ #3 
7 betwixt theſe two in our treating of God or a Divine Per-- (on 4 
ſon ? The former I allow, the latter I as poſitively deny; - *-—« : 71 
and I find the Animadverccr's heart failed him, Modes or © ”? 
at 


P. 284. 
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at leaſt ſomething analogous to Modes. I defire the Reader 
to compare theſe words with what he lays down, p 285, 
L. 13. .That it is equally abſurd to deny Modes of Being to be. 


| laug to God : where equally abſurd from the foregoing Line 


is the ſame with groſly abſurd, and this explained, p. 284, 
To be agroſs Abſurdity and no ſmall proof of Ignorance. Now 
this groſs Abſurdity, this no ſmall ah. of Ignorance 
was the Aſlertion of the Reverend Dean, That there are wo 
Accidents or Modes in God. Himſelt allows no Accidents, 
nor do the Reverend Dean's Words in the leaft deny a 
Diſtinction of Modes and Accidents, but rather confirm it: 
As to the Animadverter's Diſtin&ion of them, I have al 
ready ſpoken to it, Chap. 1. ». 2, 5, &c. and ſhall only 
repeat that all the new Philoſophers deſpiſe it, and leave 
him to harangue by himſelf, that one of them have any kill 
in Logicks or Metaphyſicks, that they are groſly abſurd Philo» 
ſophers, and have gruen no ſmall proof of their Ignorance by 
\uch their opinion. 

The ſame Abſurdity the Animadyverter lays to the charge 
of this other Aſlertion, That there are no Modes in God: 
and this the Animadverter will prove both from the mayi- 


" feſt Reaſon of the thing, and from unqueſt ionable Authortty. 


[© Firſt, for the reafon of the thing. If Modes of Be- 
<« ing ſhould not be allowed in God , then I affirm it to 
* be unpoffible for any diſtinRtion, and conſequently for 
« any Perſon to be in God.] 

This Argument, as he has framed it, is built upon a 


miſtake in Divinity. If wetake this term God, in a Con- 


crete Senſe for habens Deitatem (in the ſingular number) 
there is no Diſtin&ion nor any Perſons in habente Deitatem. 
See Chap. 4. n. 2. 

The Argument ought therefore to run thus: If Modes 
of Being ſhould not be allowed in the Trinity, then I at- 
firm it to. be. impoſſible for any Diſtintion, and conle- 
quently for any. Perſons to be in the Trinity ; and _ 
thus 


apon the Vindication of the Trinity, 8c: 


thus framed , I take it to be the boldeſt Aſſertion I ever 
met with in Divinity. Another Perſon would certainly 
have worded the Argument thus, Then 1 conceive it to be 
impoſſible, or it ſeems to be impoſſible, but this pleaſes 
not our poſitive Animadverter ; he affirms the thing to be 
impoſſible. I deny the conſequence [© which the Ani- 
© madyverter proves thus: If there be any Diſtintion in 
« God or the Deity, [or the Trinity] it muſt be either . 
« from ſome diſtin Subſtance, or ſome Accident, or 
& ſome Mode of Being. (For I deſire Him or any Mortal 
© breathing to aſſign a fourth thing beſide theſe. ) But it 
* cannot be from any diſtin& Subſtance, for that would 
* make a manifeſt Compoſition in the Divine Nature {or 
«* Trinity, ] nor yet from any Accident, for that would 
* make a worſe Compoſition ; and therefore it follows, 
* That this Diſtintion muſt unavoidably proceed from - 
* one or more diſtin Modes of Being.] 

To which I-anſwer briefly, That three diſtiat Sub- 
ſtances make no Compoſition in the Trinity : Three di- 
ſtint Subſtances make no Compolition in a Trinity of An- 
gels. Every Plurality is not a Compoſition, but when the 
Pluraliry is by way of component Parts. But the Father, a 
Divine Perſon, is not a part of God, [that is, the Herefy 
of Sabellius.) The Father, a Divine Perſon, is perfectly, . 
compleatly God. 

An Accident would make a Compoſition in God, be- 
cauſe”it 1s impoſlible, that a Divine Perſon ſhould ſolely 
conſiſt of an Accident. A Divine Perſoa is certainly a 
Subſtance, if therefore we add an Accident, we compound 
a Divine Perſon of Subſtance and Accident. | 

By the ſame Argument, a Mode of Being inferrs a Com- 
poſition. A Divine Perſon, the Father, can never be fole- 


ly a Mode, but muſt conſiſt of Subſtance and Mode, 5: ahve 


and become a modal compoſitum, as Subſtance and Acei- 
dent inferr an accidental compofitum. 
Secondly, 
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Secondly, A Mode is in its own Nature imperfe&, as 
Chap. 1. n. 14. Suarez quoted before, lays, Modus non poteſt non eſſe quid 


imperfeitum, cum non attingat abſolutam rationem entis. But | 
will ask no other authority but his own to confute this 
ſingular Aſſertion of the Animadverter's, that there are 
Modes in God. This is his own Definition, p. 3 1. [ *©A Mode 
* of Being is ſuch a thing, as being added to another, does 
* not make any Addition of another Being or Degree of 
* Being to 4t, but onely reſtrains and determines it.] 
have already ſhewed that ſuch an Addition would make a 
Compoſition ; now I argue from the latter words, that a 
Mode reſtrains and determines the Being or Nature it be- 
longs to: And will the Animadverter fay, That the Di- 
vine Nature can be reſtrained or determined ? If he dares, 
Idefire to know the difference betwixt a Nature reſtrained 
end determined, and a finite Nature; or whether the Ani- 
madverter will ſay, That the Divine Nature can be Fi- 
nite? Or whether our acute Animadverter (to borow his 
own words) will diſtinguiſh betwixt terminus and finis, 
and ſay that the Divine Nature may be determined, but 
cannot be Finite? p. 55. the Animadverter tells us;That the 
Divine Nature 7s that, of which there neither are nor can be 
any Bounds, Limits,or Determinations, and therefore, I hope, 
I may ſay, [from his own Definition of a Mode, ] not any 
Modes. And this may ſuffice at preſent to anſwer his 
manifeſt Reaſon. | 
His wnqueſtionable Authority is no leis than all Diwvines, 
- ro and Schoolmen, they do unanimouſly concurr in 
this thing, they univerſally affirm Modes of Being to be inGod, 
and to belong to him. Nay, (and which is more} they do in 
theſe very Modes ſtate the Ground and Reaſon of the Perſona- 
lities, &C. 


Now I do confeſs that the Phraſe of three Modes of Sub- 


ſiſtence in the Trinity is uſed by moſt Divines, by moſt 
who treat of the Trinity : ſo is the Term of Modes gr 
y 
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; by the new Philoſophers, that is not the queſtion : But 


whether all Metaphyſicians, Schoolmen and Divines do 
aſſert Modes of Being in the Trinity, in the Senſe in which 
the Animadverter has defined them. A Copernican Aſtro- 
nomer uſes the Ancient Terms of Art of Epicycles inven- 
ted by the Prolemaiſts, and ules the Phraſes of the Sun's ri- 
ſing and ſetting, &c. does he therefore embrace the Prole- 
maick Hypotheſes All wiſe men underſtand Phraſes ac- 
cording to the known principles of the Speaker. The 
Schoolmen believed that three finite perſons had three /pro- 
per real modes of Subſiſtence in-the ſenſe of the Animad- 
verter, they declare that the modes of Subſiſtence which 
conſtitute the Divine perſons are in our imperfect concep- 
tion analogous to the former, but in the reality not 
Modes but perfe@ infinite relative Subſtances. Holineſs, 

oodneſs in the creatures are proper adjuads, nor can our 


1mperfet minds conceive of them otherwiſe in God, and 


therefore we call them Attributes in God. But our j«d;- 
ciam correftivum tells us, that this is only the weakneſs of 
our conception of things, and that the Divine ſimplicity 
will not admit of any proper Attributes in God. 

The ſame miſtake has the Animadverter made in thoſe 
words of the Reverend Dean which he quotes p. 289. viz. 
That the ſame numerical Eſſence is whole and entire in each Dis 
vine Perſon but in a different manner. [© By which words 
* ita s, that he grants that of the Maryer, which he 
I "tk { 04-064 denied of the Modus, it is a ſhrewd tempta- 
* tion to me to think, that certainly this acute Author 
* takes Modus for one thing and Marrer for another.] 

The oftner I read theſe words, the more I admire at the 
preſumptuous confidence of him that wrote them; I am 
lure no man can give a more convincing argument of his 
utter unacquaintance with the principles of the new Philo- 
lophy than theſe words, nay indeed with the principles of 
all Philoſophy and Divinity. | 

> 4 There 
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There is a mode, habitude or relation whereby God is 
related to and reſpeRts a created Being. God as a Creator 


is related in one manner, and God as a Governour or Judge, 
is related in another manner. What then are the Relari- 


ons of a Creator and Governour or Judge true and proper 


modes in God? The Animadverter will himſelf determine 
the contrary, p. 242. they derive, ſays he, only an exter- 
nal Habitude and Denomination conſequent from it upon 
the Deity it ſelf. 

A Poſture of the Body according to the Schoolmen is a 
real Mode, a diſtin accidentale quid from the' Body it 
ſelf: according to the new Philoſophers, a different pc- 
ſture is only a differeat circumſtance, a different external 
habitude of the parts'of the Body, or of the whole Body in 
reſpe& of the different ſituation of the parts, yet not one 
of them would ſcruple the phraſe, that the Body ſtandi 


is in a different manner from the Body fitting. Tam 'real- 


ly aſhamed of pending the Readers time in confuting fo 
weak objections. Medas is Latin for Mamrer, therefore 
he that uſes rhe one or the other phraſe muſt neceſharily 
aſſert Modes of Being in/the'fenſe of the Realliſts, [ for I 
do more than conjefture, | that the Nominalift Schootmen 
did not believe theſe Real 'Modes, but my diſtance from 


Libraries will not give me leave to determine any thing 
« , -polſitively concerning their opinion ] Riſam tencatis ? 

7 © nM, <q Thirdly, if we ſhould grant 'the Animitverter « tripli- 
+ 4 7.” 2 proper Modes, if we confeſs the three Perſonalities 
) ( 7 Y' to be three proper ' Modes, ney if wealfow that the three 
Ys 


relations of Paternity, Fifiativn, and Proceffion, and the 
three Perſonalities in the reatity make but three Modes, 
notwithſtanding the diſteaction that natural reafon con- 
ceives 'betwixt proper modes of Subfiſtence and relations 


_  reſultingfrom Beings 'conftieered ;"' fy; afl this, if libe- 


rally granted to rhe Animadverter, would avail him very 
little. For firſt, it would only increaſe the _—_ 
what 
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what we muſt do with the fourth Relation of Ative Spi- 
ration : Four Modes in the Trinity would be new even to 
the Schoolmen themſelves. But of this afterwards. Se- 
condly, this would leave us as much in the dark, what the | 
three Perſons are. A Perſon is not Perſonality, but the 
Subject of Perſonality. The Father is not Paternity, but 
the SubjeR of Paternity. Paternity 1s a perſonal Proper- 
ty ; but will any one dare toſay, that God the Father is 
a Perſonal Property. Paternity according to the Animad- | 
verter is a Mode, not [ſo perfect, as] a Being: It is bold- ©; 
neſs to aſcribe a Mode to God the Father, but to ſay that / 
the Father is in refto*a Mode, nota Being, is the height of 
folly and madneſs. This is the conftant language of the 
Ancient Fathers, that the Divine Perſons are diſtinguiſhed 


Td xaoxetuear in ſubject. Hence Petavins ſpeaking of the Lib.q. deTrin. 
Divine Perſons according to the opinion of the Ancient EY S. 9. P. 


Fathers, ſays, Non unum & frmplex habere T9) zorxciuay, 
that the Phraſes of the Ancient Fathers denied them to 
have one ſimple ſubjet ; Tt viſum eft Sabellio ſed diverſi- 
tatemr illam & multiplicitatem in ſubjefto efſe revera, To 
affent to the ternary number to be only in the Modes or 
Properties is the Sabe//ian Hereſy : the Catholick Faith is 
that there are three Perſons as well as three Perſonalitics, 
three Subjeas of the Divine Relations. 

It is no contradiction that the fame T9 <2 oxcyumo, the 
ſame Subject ſhould be Father and Son, the contradiction 
is that. the ſame Subject ſhould be Father and Son 7o zt ſelf. 
Theſe Properties cannot have relation to the fame Subject. 
Otherwiſe they areconfiſtent in the ſame Subject, in the 
fame Perſon, in the ſame finite Perſon : the ſame Man is 
both Father and Son. 

The Divine Perſon of the Son, according to the.Weſtern 


- Church, is produced himſelf, and doth produce the Holy 


S$pirit,, which are oppofite Relations, as well as Paternity 
and Filiation, Bur the contradiction vanifhes fince thoſe 
X 2 oppoſite 


An Anſwer to the Animadverſions 


\ ſite relations ref] diſtin Subjeas. He is produ- 
/ Tb the Father, oh produce the Holy Spirit. This 
therefore is the principal enquiry in this facred Article 
what is the Subject of Paternity, not what is Paternity 2 
[that is but a ſecondary Article of leſs moment] what is 
the Subject of Filiation, not what Filiation ts? What is 
the Subje of Proceſſion, not what Proceſſion is ? in other 
words, what is the Father, what is the Son, what is the 
Holy Ghoſt 2 The Subje& of Paternity 1s not the Sub- 
je& of Filiation, for then the Father would be the Son : 
Nor is the Subje& of Proceſſion the Subject either of Pa- 
ternity or Filiation, for then the Holy Ghoſt wouldeither 

| < be Father or Son, or both. 
| / * y — To fay that the Divine Nature is the Subje@ of Pater- 
| / nity, Filiation and Proceſſion is not only contrary to the 
Ancients who aſſert theſe Properties,not to be the Names of 
, = of \, theEſſence; butrenders the SabediauHerelſy impoſlible tobe 
+. 'A©,F, , confuted, ſince an infinite Perſon is as capable of ſuſtaining 
} -; E” /{theſe three Aſtin relations as an infinite nature ; and makes 
| / ' | oe and the ſame Subjed Father and Son to it ſelf; laſtly 
contradits our formal conception of theſe ſacred Articles. 
The Divine Nature is according to our conception the ef- 
ſential Form of the Divine Perſons, is predicated of the 
Divine Perſons # ob/iquo, Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt 
have each of them the full, whole, and entire Divine Na- 
ture in them. We are enquiring what it is, which may 
be predicated i» refo of them, and which may be multi- 
plied with them ; what is the Subje@ to which the eſſen- 
tial form, in our imperfect conception of theſe things, is 
_ Joyned, and which we conceive as the proper ſubjeR of 
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j «AC , Make no better Anſwer than the Church has done before 


| | three Subſtances, [when that term is not underſtood as 


; , the Divine Relations: And after the ſtricteſt enquiry I can 

| o, £7 C: «+ tne, Father Son and Holy Ghoſt are three Hypoſtaſcs, 

equipollent with Efence] three infinite Subſtances [ſo = 
e 


; 
A 
; 
p 
; 
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the Schoolmen, only they add, Relative ] three infinite 
ſpiritual Beings, which is all the Reverend Dean under- 3 þ, © 
ood by three infinite Spirits : That is, that they are not þ © ; 
three Faculties or Aﬀections of one Being, bug three pro- > HS OA 
per Beings [ Both Accidents and Modes are affetions of ” | P; _—_ 
Bein ] | _ 
+; And moreover, as every Mode eſſentially includes in p.$,z. 1.5.n. 7. 
« jt the Thing or Being of which it is the Mode, fo eve- 
« ry Perſon of the Bletſed Trinity, by vertue of its pro- 
« per Mode of Subfiſtence, includes in it the God-head it 
« {elf, 'and is properly [ and formally, p. 293.] the God- 
* head it ſelf, as ſubſiſting with and under ſuch a certain 
« Mode or Relation. ] 
This is a very fruitfull Period of Paradoxes. A Mode, 
according to the Animadverter, is an Abſtract, not con- 
crete Term, to be underſtood as a ſimple Form, as the 
AﬀeRion of a Being [ as Himſelt defines it, p. 31.] and 
not a Being affeted. The Concrete of a Mode includes 
the Being as welPas the Mode : A/bum includes the Thing 
that is white, as well as whiteneſs ; but A/bum 1s not for- 
mally the Mode, not Whiteneſs, but that which has White- 
neſs, the ſubject of Whiteneſs. Whiteneſs the Aﬀection ; 
the Mode is an Abſtra&, and by the Term abſtracts from 
the Subje. 
Secondly, The Father is Eſſentially God by his Nature, 


this all confeſs ; but who ever ſaid that the Father is E(- ” #0 
{entially God by his Perſonality, by his Paternity 2 # 6 « 2 
Thirdly, There can be no ſuch Herely as that of $a - _ 
bellius, if every Mode of the Deity eſſentially includes 4 1; il 0 
the Deity : the Rankeſt Sabe/lianiſt never denied that Fa- ,, &- bn * ; 
/ 


ther, Son and Holy Ghoſt, ſignified three Modes of the , 
Deity. - Ry 
| Fourthly, I cannot but ask this great Maſter of Lan- , x5} mM 
guage, why he uſes thoſe Terms its and z?, ſpeaking of a 7 

Divine Perſon 2 He was pleaſed to condemn this Language : 
asS- 


Fab 
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Anim. G&'c. p. as- improper and abſurd when ufed of Human Perfons.. 

3+1- is there more reſpe&t due to Human Perſons than to Dj- 
vine Perſons? Had it been any fault to have expreſſed it 
thus? So every Perſon, of the Bleſſed Trimty, by vertue 
of his [ not its] proper Mode of Subſiſtence, includes in 
Him (not #t) the God-head it ſelf. Far be it from me 
to pretend to be a Critick in Words or Phraſes; I rather 
crave the Reader's, even the Animadverter's pardon, for 
much greater ſlips than this: -However, 'tis ſome com- 
fort, that I find /Zower Himſelf may nod ſometimes. 

P.:4+.117.n8. [© And accordingly, as theſe Relations are three, ang 
* and but three, to the Perſons of the God-head, to 
* whom they belong, are fo too, viz. Father, Son and 
* Holy Ghoſt. ] 

Some Perſons take a priviledge to ſpeak and write 
what they pleaſe, The Animadverter might almoſt as 
well have faid, that the Perſons of the God-head are but 

/ _ __-- two, as that the Relations are but three. ' Nothing is 
"+6 0»; more notorious than that there are four Relations in the 
Trinity ; if the Relation of the Father to the Son, and of 
the Son to the Father, inferr two Relations, there can be 
no ſhadow of pretence, why the Relation of the Father 
and Son to the Holy Spirit, and of the Holy Spirit to 

the Father and Son, ſhould not make two more. 
P. 243 There are, ſays the Animadverter, four internal Ads, 
| Generation, Filiation, Spiratton, Proceſſion, [though by 
| phe By two of theſe. are not Ads, but Paſhons, v7z. Fili- 
4 4: a ©” Ytion and Proceſſion, ] upon which the Divine Relations 
1 AYP are founded, and from which they flow. And in the ſame 
5+ CO Page puts the Objection, That four Relations inferr four 


P Perſons, which he endeavours to ſolve in the-following 
4 ARE alt Words : That is one Difficulty, and unanſwerable upon 
ul {h' <, the Animadverter's Principles, that one ſingular Divine Na- 

( - ture is the Subject of thele four Relations. The Second t5, 


What this Relation of it ſelf is, whether a Mode or not; 


an 
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an infinite relative Subſtance or not > The Schoo!men are 
obliged to confeſs this a Property of a Perſon already con- 
ſtituted, and not a Mode of Subſiſtence: Whereas, if with 
the Ancients we aſlert the Divine Perſons to be three ſub- 
ſtantial Beings, three Hypoſtaſes [ in the proper and ge- 
nuine Senſe of the Phraſe) the Modes of Subliſtence, the 
Divine Relations are capable of an eaſie and fair Solution, 
as I have tormerly hinted, chap. 1. ». 14. 


[© Upon the, whole Matter, in diſcourſing of the Tri- P-245.1:9.n.9. 


« nity, Two things are abſolurely neceſlary to be held 
® and inſiſted upon. One, that each and every Perſon 
« of the Bleſſed Trinity, entirely contains and includes 
« jn himſelf the whole Divine Nature. The other, That 
« each Perſon is incommunicably different and diſtin 
«* from the other. ] 

This one Sentence is a truly Golden one, contains the 
fundamental Truth of this Article of ' the Trinity : But 
to ſpeak the truth, it ſtands like a Parentheſis, or like a 
forged Paſſage in an Author ; it has no connexion with 
what goes before it, and the latter part is confuted-by 
what. follows. Theſe are the Animadverter's following 
Words. 


"{© And here, if it ſhould be asked, How they differ, p. 245. n. 10. 


* and whether it be by any real diſtinAion between the 
Perſons ?] 

What need of this Queſtion which the preceding Words 
had fo poſitively and orthodoxly determined ; each Perſon 
ts incommunicably different and diſtint# from the other. 
What-ever is incommunicably difterent, is certainly re- 
ally different by a true, real, and not modal Difference. 


The Animadverter anſwers, {[ © That. the - Divine *P. 246 


- Perſons really differ, and are diſtinguiſhed from 
* one another, viz. by .a Modal, or. lel{er fort of Real 
' difference ; according to which the Divine Nature ſub- 


* Gfting under, and being determined by ſuch a certain 
+ Mode, 


An Anſwer to the Animadverſions 


« Mode, perſonally differs from it ſe/f, as ſubſiſting un- 
« ger, and determined by another.] 

What is this but to tell us, that he did not underſtand 
thoſe former Words, that each Perſon is incommunicably 
different from the other. Can any thing be incommuni- 
cably different from zt ſelf 2 He tells us that two Perſons 
are the ſame ſelf; how is it poſſible, that they can be more 
communicably the ſame? The Perſon of the Father is 
Modally different from the Perſon of the Spirator, but 
not incommunicably different. The Perſon of the Father 
is the Divine Nature, ſubſiſting vader the Mode of Pater- 
nity, which Modally differs trom it ſelf under the Mode 
of Spiration. But all this ariſes from a miſtake of the 


Nature of Real and Modal Difference. In a real Diffe- 


rence we ſay ſimply, that the one is not the other, ac- 
cording to the Animadverter, p. 77. [ © That whereſo- 
« ever there are two diſtin Perſons, we do, and muſt 
« by all the Rules of Logick and Grammar jay, that the 
« one 1s not the other. ] And the Rule is as true &e cox- 
verſo, that where we can ſay, one is (ſimply) not the 
other, there we muſt count two, we muſt acknowledge 
2 _— real Difference. Thus we ſay that the Father 
is not t 

the Subject of Filiation. 

In a Modal Difference, the Negation is Modal, ſecur- 
dum quid, in ſome Mode or Reſpet. The Perſon of the 
Father, as a Father, is not the Spirator. 

But there needs no proof in ſo allowed a concluſion. 
Not one Schoolman, whom I have met with, but is « 
better Divine and ſoberer Reaſoner ; 1 will add, and a 
ſounder Philoſopher, than to affirm, that the Divine 
Perſons differ Modally, or that a ſimple Negation can 
ariſe from a Modal Difference. The firſt Rudiments 
in Logicks teach: us, That Negative Propoſitions are 
of a malignant Nature, and univerſally remove a 

ICAare 


Son ; that is, the SubjeR of Paternity 'is not 
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dicate from the Subje, and not under a certain Mode 
only. 

The exactly learned and ſolid Forbefius, as the Animad- 
verter ſtiles him, p. 251. in the ſame Chapter which he 
there quotes S. 19. declares that the Divine Perſons differ 
really, as that is diſtinguiſhed from the greateſt Modal 
Diſtintion. 

Inter — perſonas in Divinis eſt realis diſtinflio, non F 
tamen eſſentialis aut abſoluta; ſed tantum Hypoſtatica, ſeu 
perſonalis & relativa, ſecundum oppoſitionem perſonarum in- 
ter ſe internam relativam realem. 


To whom I will add the words of the learned Suarez ; Lib-34e Trin. | 


Unaquegq; divina Perſona in ſe ſpeftata, eſt wera res per ſe 
ſubſiſtens, & una non eſt alia. Ergo eſt diſtinRio realis inter 
ipſas, nam realiter diſtingui, nihil aliud eſt, quam eſſe veras 
res, quarum una non eſt alia. 


Again, Diſtinitio modalis nunquam invenitur, nifi intra lid. n. 4. 


eaudem rem, que componitur vel aliquo modo coaleſcit ex il- 
lis rebus, que ita diſtingui dicuntur. Unde, quod ita ab a- 
ligua re ſemper eſt tanquam modus vel affettio ejus, ut indu- 
flione facile conſtet & 1deo in Deo non habet locum hic mo- 
dus diſtinQionis, gaz vere & afualiter fit in re ipſa, quia 
in co non habet locum compoſitio nec modificatio, vel affetio 
per aliquid a ſeipſo actualiter in re diſtinlum a ſubſtantia 
Det: ergo ſola ſupereſt diſtinitio realis, que inter divinas 
perſonas eſſe poſſit. 

Theſe words are very full, and deny not only a modal 
Diſtin&tion betwixt the Divine Perſons, but any Modes 
in _ for that Modes would inferr a Compoſition in 
God. 


[* In the former abſtrated Senſe they are properly P. 249.lin 9. 
n. I1. 


* Perſonalities or perſonal Properties: ] 

By the Animadverter's Favour, Perſonality and a per- 
ſonal Property are diſtin& Things. Differentia and Pro- 
prium are different Species of predicables. Where the dift- 

Y ferencc 


Anim. p. 88. 


P. 249.lin.20. 
i. 13. 


rfOT'' 


Anim. p. 272, 


P. 249. lin: 24. 
N. 13. 


An Anſwer to the Animadverſuns 


ference is unknown to us, as 1n all Individuals in afl fin. 
gular Perſons, we uſe the Properties, or a Colletion of 
Accidents in the Definition inſtead of the Difference ; but 
this alters not the Nature of the Properties or Accidents: 
Thus-the Ancient Fathers deſcribed the Divine Perſons by 
their Perſonal Properties. Theſe are the Animadverrter's 
own words, Self- conſciouſneſs is one property of a rational 
or intelligent Being; ſuppoſe of an Angel, then it will be 
a Property of a Perſon or Perſonal Property : Will the 
Animadverter grant, that therefore it is properly in an 
Angel a Perlonality 2 no, the Argument holds the other 
way, therefore it cannot be properly a Perſonality. 

[© For neither would the Latins at firſt admit of three 
* Hypolſtaſgs in God, as taking snz and wwt5a; for the 
« ſame thing ; for that they had no other Latin word 
« to tranſlate «zz; by, but ſubftaxtia ; by which alſo 
« they tranſlated &az.] | 

Firſt, The Animadverter falls into his old miſtake, that 
the Faith of this Article is, That there are three Hype- 
ſiaſes in God, there are three Hypoſtaſes in the Trinity, 
in the Unity of the Divine Nature, but not in God. 

Secondly, St. Auga/tin (crupled, nay condemned the 
_— of three Perſons, as well as of three Hypoſtz- 
"_k 

Thirdly, The Diſtinion of &nz and «tra requires 
us to diitinguiſh betwixt firſt and ſecond Subſtance. So 
ſays Thomas Aquimas in his own quotation : For nomen 
[ Hypoſtaſis] apud Graces fignificat tantum ſubſtantiam par- 
ticularem, que ft ſubſtantia prima; ſed Latini utuntur ne 
mine ſubſtantia tam pro prima quam pro ſecunda. 
[© (The word Subfſtentia being by them looked upon 
as barbarous and not in uſe.) 


St. Auguſtin — derived Subſtantta from Subfi- 


cc 


Sr. auguſt.lb. Zee, and in that Senſe tranflated «2vtzor, and yet ar- 
1-6 1:8P-+- gued againſt the Plurality of the Phraſe. Naw /f hoc ef 


Deo 
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Deveſſe, quod ſubfitere, ita non erant dicende tres ſubſtan- 


tig, ut non dicuntur tres eſſentice. +---- $4 autem aliud eſt 


Deo efſe, alind ſubſiſtere, ficut alind Deo efſe, aliud Patrem f | 


effe vel Dominum eſſe ---- relative ergo fubſiſtet, /ieat re- 7 F. 

lative gignet & relativ? dominatur. Ita ſubſtantia non erit |, 6 Ag 

ſubſtantia, quia relativum erit. Sicut enim ab eo quod eft | | /. | 
eſſe appellatar efſentia, ita ab eo quod eft ſubſiſtere, ſubſtanti» 4 © ' 


am dicimus, abſurdum eſt autem, ut ſubſtantia relative dicatur "/* i 
omwis res ad ſeipſum ſubfiftet, quanto magis Deus 2 Nothing If? 8 Þþ 
is. more evident, than that St. Auguſtin thought relative 
ſubfiſtere to be a great Abſurdity, which is his Objection 
2painſt the Phraſe of three Hypoſtaſes, and alfo three Per- 
ſons, that they ſignified abſolutely ; yer the Animadvers- 144. cap. 6. 
ter has the Confidence'to quote St. Auguſtin (p. 267.) As 
hating the divine Perſonalities upon Relation, for founding 
Perſonality in and «pon ſomething relative. | 
| [& Nor on the other ſide, would the Greeks acquieſce P. 24g. lin.29. 
* ina wiz izt5n;, nor admit of the Te we for tear of * '+ 
* fafling-thereby into the contrary Error of Sabel{rus.) 
I doubt -not 'that the ' Sabelſzan Hereſy was the cauſe 
why the Greeks were not content with the Te i Te gown, 
(for they did not refuſe to admit of the Phraſe, but thought 
it alone inſufficient) but required afterwards either Ts 
wee oets , or the Addition of Yrigzzn; to me tfowrrn, that Vide Per. lib. 
Ss, TC\z Te downrn 2p TH Union dy). 4 Trin.cap- 
There' are three kinds of Sabelliautſm : The firſt is the © "ts, 
moft common, the confounding the Perſons of the Bleſſed 
Trinity, which was otherwiſe called the Patri-paſian He- 
reſy, which aſſerts, That Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt 
are only 'three Names ot three Offices of one Perſon, and 
cotiſequently that the Father ſuffered; this is properly the 
Hereſy of Noetus and not of Sabelljus. Sabellins, ſays E- Perav. lib. 1. 
piphanius, _— denicd the Father to ſuffer. However, FP 
the Latin Fathers ſcarce knew any other Species of Sabelli- © 
axiſm, which, with Submiffion, T conceive, to be one 
_ cauſe 
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AE (; 7 cauſe why they are leſs accurate in treating of this Myſte- 
c op ry than the Greek Fathers. 
a 


A ſecond Species of Sabellianiſm, is the ContraQion of 


1$4<'!* the Trinity to the ſingle Perſon of the Father, acknow: 


ledging the Father to be a true proper Perſon, aſſerting the 


Word or Son to be not ſtrictly and formally the Perſon of 


the Father, but an Attribute of the Father. His perſonal 


Wiſdom, in the fame Analogy as Wiſdom is an habit of 


Man; in like manner aſſerting the Holy Spirit to be the 
perſonal Power of the Father. This Sabellzus himſelf em- 
braced and explained the Trinity by the Similitude of the 
Body of the Sun, its Light or Ray and its Heat. The 


 Epiphan. te firſt, he reſembled to the Father, the ſecond to the Son, 


6: ! thethirdto the Holy Ghoff, this the ancient Fathers called 


Judaiſm, that is, ſuch a Trinity which a Few would own, 

and by the ſame reaſon it may be ſtiled a Socinian Trinity. 

Vide Sti. Baſi. No Socinian in this Senſe will ſcruple a Father, a Word, 
liiEp.64 and an Holy Spirit. | 

A third Species of Sabellianiſm is the compounding the 

Divine Perſons, which is contrary to a Confuſion of them ; 

this aſſerts 'a real diſtintion betwixt the Divine Perſons, 

but then it makes Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt to be (as) 

Perav. Adden-. three parts of ſome whole. So Petavius, warius & a ſe- 

da ad Tom. 2. zpſo diſcrepans videtur Sabellius fuiſſe, ut interdum perſonas 

deTrinp866. ,ves quaſi partes alicujus totius eſſe diceret, ut ex Epiphanii 

loco colligitur. Petavius undoubtly alludes to that other 

Epiphan Her. Similitude of the Trinity mentioned by Epriphanius. That 

62, the Trinity was by Sabellius ſometimes compared to the 

Body, Soul and Spirit in one Man. Theſe three are but 

one Hypoſtaſis. Theſe three are Co-eſſextial Parts of one 

Man, (which poſſibly moved Sabellius to invent this Hy- 

potheſis, to have an evaſion to aſſert (in ſome Senſe) an 

Vide Per. tip, Homoouſian Trinity.) This kind of Sabellianiſm was by 

1. de Tr, cap, fome of the Fathers called Atheiſm. This Hypotheſis in 

3. reality ungodding Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt. Not = 

Body 
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Body alone, or the Soul alone, or the Spirir alone, but 
all three conjoyntly are one Man, fo not the Father alone, 
or Son alone, or Holy Ghoſt alone, but all three con- 


joyntly are God : whereas the Catholick Faith is, that each 


diftin& Perſon is God. The Father is God tlie Father, the 
Son is God of God, the Holy Spirit is (in rhe Language of 
the Church) God the Holy Ghoſt. See both thele kinds 
of Sabellianiſm condemned by Athana/tus in his Oration 
contra gregales Sabellii. | 

Now the Phraſe of three Hypoſtaſes is contrary to all 
the Forms of the Sabellian Hereſy : Of the firſt there 1s 
no doubt ; the ſecond is as plain ; to be an Hypoſtaſis, and 
to be an Attribute are inconſiſtent and contradictory. ' So 
alſo to be an incompleat Part, a component Part and an 
Hypoſtaſis are inconſiſtent : It is eſſential to an Hypoſtaſis 
to have zotale attributum, to be a compleat and perfect 
whole; ſo the Words of the firſt Article of the Augu/tar 
Confeſſion (quoted by the Animadverter, p. 278.) * Ft 
* utuntur nomine perſone ea ſignificatione, qua uſt ſunt ſcri- 
 ptores Ecclefiaſtici, ut fignificet non partem aut qualita-- | 
* tem ſed quod proprie ſubſiſtet. That which properly / 
ſubſiſts, can neither be as a Part of any Whole, nor as a 
Quality or Attribute of any Being. 


The Scripture (ſays the Reverend Dean of St. Pauls) rindicatim of 
Im ſure repreſents Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt, as three in- Trinity, p. 66. 


telligent Beings, not as three Powers or Faculties of the ſame 
Being, which is downright Sabellianiſm. The very Dreggs 

of Sabellianiſm, as | rake ir, worfe than Sabellianitm ; 
for as the Reverend Dean adds, Facu/ries are not Perſons, 
no nor one Perſon neither. A Million of Faculties and 
Attributes will not make one Perſon, A Million of 
Qualities will never make one Subſtance, and a Perſon is 
a Subſtance anda compleat Subſlance roo. Again, a Mil- 
lion of Qualities, Attributes, Faculries, cxn never make one 
God; ſo that it Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt, ſignify three 
Fa- 
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Faculties, three Attributes, three Modes, not only eel; 
ſingle Perſon is ungodded, but the whole Trinity cons 
joyntly cannot be God. The Sabclhans acknowledge the 
Divine Perlons to Le Deam unum ; the Catholicks Dey 
unum & trinum ; but this opinion neither unum wee trinmy, 

And hence we may ce with what Prudence the Church 
choſe the Phraſe of three Hypoſtaſes, and what danger 
there would be to change it with a late Reverend: Anthor 

_ for three Somewhats. 
": 247-1n.2:  [* Which three Perſons ſuperadd to this Divine Nature | 
«* or Deity, three different Modes of  Subfiſtence, found- 
* ing ſo many different Relations.) 

Three' human Perfons add to the common [univerfal] 
human Nature, three different Modes 'of Snbfiſtence; ac- 
cording to the Schoolmen and the-Animadverter. Whar 
then > would the Animadverter take this Anſwer for a'S9- 
lution of this queſtion, what three human Perſons are ? 
The ſame rephy may juſtly be made to himſelf. This is 
the difficulty, - what in the Deity the terhary\number'can 
belong to, which a Divine Perſon, 7s 3 nor, -as the'' Ani- 
madverter has miſtaken ir, what in the Deity the ternary | , 
number can belong to, which a Divine Perfon,' has. The \ ® 

{ Schoolmen anſwer, that the ternary number belongs to'an y 
infinite relative Subſtance. I agree with'them, thar a Di- : 

vine Perſon is an infinite Subſtance, or (which I like bet- f 

/ - ter, as freer from Ambiguity) an infinite ſubſtantialBeing, = 

and that this may be multiplied as well as Divine Perſon L 

with the Trinity. a 

N.1!7- - The defipn of the Animadverrter in quoting ſo many B 
places of the ancient Fathers, is-very vainto provea Con- c 

clufion, which none denies, that the three Perſonalities N 

are (in ſome Senſe or other) three Modes of Subſiitence. a 
However in reſpe& of the Greek Fathers, 1 have for- | g 

merly obſerved, that T2977; * Umz2Zem;, does not fignt-' n 

a fy a Mode of Subſiſtence, nor 570720; Subfiftence in of 


upon the Vindication of the Trinity, &c. | 
AbftraF, but a ſubſiſtent Perion or Being 7» concreto. 


Rufimns believed Trinitatem in rebus ac ſubſiſtentits, and , N. '8. 


not with the Animadverter, 7rinitatem in modis ac ſubſ1- 
fentiis. Subfeftentia-to the Ancients ſignified concretely 
the ſame with UT 20: 

Boetius of all the Latin Farhers of thoſe times ſeerns 
moſt acquainted with the Writings of the Greeks and there- 
fore molt expreſly derermins for the Univerſality of rhe 
common Divme Eſſence ; he defines a Perſon in common 
to-God, Angels and Men, to be rationabilis nature indivi- 
dum ſnbfantiam ; he uſes Sub;ftentia afterwards, which 
ſhews, he looked upon the terms as equivalent. Second- 
ly, He gives us thele remarkable words of the Greek Fa- 
thers. Ai &nzi 0» we T0; x4 Wu; i) Sovarrzy, 3 
0% 1gTRe m2 gs mori Upicerry * Which Boetzas thus tran- 
flates, [© /d eff, efſentiz in folis nniverſalibus quidem eſſe 

poſſunt, in folis vero indrviduis & carrieaedia ſabftant, 
w=—s (rn circa enm ipſe ſubſlantie in untverſalibus quidem 
* ſunt, in particnlaribus vero capiant ſubftantiam jure ſub- 
* fantias particulariter ſubftſtentes -orcuiru; [prac] appel- 
* Irverant.) Thefe words are capable of no Evaſion, that 
#2 was in Univerſats, Un3;z0%; in Individuals and Parti- 
calars, that the Greeks, whofe very words he quotes, un- 
derſtood it in this Senſe, and by v-re529; underſtood Sub- 
ftantias particulariter ſub/iſtentes, and this jure, not impro- 


6 
« 


prie, not by a Fetch (as Thomas Aquinas) afterwards Anim. &«. p. 


\7 


{* Secundum quod Divina verbis humanis franificari contin- *7%: 


< pit: ] This Caution is neceſſary to reconcile the Sut- 
tleties of the Schools and the Faith of three Hypoſtaſes ; 


But Boerius had no need of any tuch Caution, and there- 


fore he uſed it not, and it is the more remarkable, that 


thefe words I have quored our of Boetius are in that ve- 


ry Book of two Natures in'the one Perſon of Chriſt, which 
the Animadverter quotes; fo rhat eirher the Animadverter 
never read Bvetzins, or read him at a very careleſs rate. 

Peter 
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Peter Lombard is expreſs againſt the Relativeneſs of this 
Term, Perſon. Eft unum nomen, Ic. Perſona, quod ſecun- 
dum jubſtantiam dicitur de fingulis Perſonis & pluraliter, noy 
fingulariter in ſamma accipitur, &c. and Diſt. 25. That 


' this Term, Perſona, 1s to be taken in one Senſe, when we 


lay that the Father is a Perſon, the Son is a Perſon, &c. and 
in a different Senſe, when we ſay, that Father, Son and 
Holy Ghoſt are three Perſons ; in this laſt Phraſe, it only 


| ſignifies chree Perſonalities, in the former a proper Perſon. 
| Now this to me is a betraying of the Catholick Faith; a 
| Confetlion, that we ought not to ſay, three Perſons, if 


we ſpeak properly, if we underſtand this Term Perſon 
in the ſame Senſe, in which we ſay that the Father, &c. 
is a Perſon. | 

The Animadverter quotes theſe words of Thomas Aqui- 
nas, [© Hoc nomen perſona in divinis fignificat relationem 
* per modum rei ſubhiſtentis, (ic & hoc nomen Hypoſtafis.] ' 

Twiſhour great Critick had tranſlated theſe words, I take 
this to be the meaning of them, viz. That this Name, Per- 
forffh the Trinity ſignifies a relation conceived by us af- 
ter the Nature of a Subſtance, and not after the Nature of 
a Mode, which the Animadverter has all along with ſo 
much confidence pretended. I cannot define Subſtance 
better than by res ſub/ſtens. 

[< Only I think fit to remark this ; That whereas | 
* have alledged ſame of the Schoolmen, (and particularly 
* Durandus, Thomas, and Suarez ) expreſſing the Divine Per- 
* ſonalities by Relations, as well as by Hypoſtaſes or Sub- 
&* ſiſtences, as they do in beth theſe mean but one and the 
«* ſame thing, viz. a Relative Subſiſtence or a ſubſiſting 
« Relation, &©c.] 

If the Animadverter means that a Relative Subſiſtence 
and a ſubſiſiing Relation are, .according to the Schoolmen, 
materially, identically the ſame thing, it is no News. The 
Schoolmen hold, that the Relation and the Divine Eſſence 
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/ Self-ſub/itence)) is an abſolute Attribute, and can no more 
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in each ſingle Perſon are thus identically the ſame : each 

ſingle Perſon being God, that is, a pure ſimple: Act. Bur 

if he means, that they are tormally the ſame, it is ma- 

nifeſt that he underſtands neither of the Phrates, nor 

what the Schoolmen meant by them. 4 A 
Subſiſtence (which himlelt very juſtly calls (p. 97.) / of 


_———— 
Is ij 
Þe relative; than Sclt-Conſciouſnels. By a relative Sub- % #4 f, «f 
ſiſtence the Schoolmen mean, that the Relation in each # Pp | 
ſingle Perſon modifies the one, common, abſolute, efſen- , ,2x 6 + [- | 
tial Subſiſtence, and renders it incommunicable, which of 
it elf, as being infinite, it was not. But a Divine Perſon 
being as Ryfenus obſerved, Zee ipſum quod extat & ſub- 
fitit, and conſequently the Divine Perſons being three 
Somewhats ſubſiſting, three Zypoſtaſes in concreto, and 
not three Perſonalities with Peter Lombard ; Thomas A- 
quinas and the other Schoolmen found out a relative Sub- 
ſtance, a relationem per modum ret ſubjiſtentis, a Relation ? 
ſubliſting, and affirm that the three Divine Perſons are 'f | 
three Relations ſubſiſting. But to this I anſwer : Firſt, 
That this will aſſert four Subſiſtences in the Trinity, one - == 
abſolute and eſſential, and three relative ones, by which + * * 
the Relations ſubſiſt, which is contrary to: all Antiquity. 

Secondly, This is but a ſubtler Diſguiſe for what the Ma- 

ſter of the Sentences ſpoke more plainly, viz. That there 

are not three Perſons in the ſame Senle in which we ſay 

that the Father is a Perſon. For the Father 1s not Pater- 

nity, and therefore not Paternity {ubſiſting : The Father 


1s not a Relation ſublifting, but formally properly God, 47 onee | 
an infinite Mind. Laſtly, A Mode, a Relation ſubſliſting 4 | 


is perfetly unconceivable and contrary to the known rules fu « 
of Philolophy. And now it may bc time to put an end 1000 
to this Firſt Part, and to my Animadverſions upon the A- | & 
nimadverter, firſt taking a ſhort review how tar I have Fu "FE 1 
procceded. Li, MAY 
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My firſt Chapter is chiefly ſpent in explaining the Meta. 
phyſical Terms uſed in this Myſtery, ſuch as Subſtance, 
Accident, Mode, the Nature of modal Difference, Eſſence, 
Exiſtence, Subſiſtence, modal Compoſition, &c. How 
much reaſon there was to re-examine the Animadverter's 
Definitions and Diſtintions of theſe things in Relation to 
the Subject of the Trinity, I muſt leave to the Reader to 
judge, when he has peruſed the Chapter. 

My ſecond Chapter is chiefly ſpent in defending that an- 
cient Illuſtration of the Incarnation, the Conjuntion of 
the human Soul and Body in one Perſon, from the Obje. 


&ions of the Animadverter, one Queſtion of which was ' 


briefly touched, Chap. 1. #. 10. In the cloſe of this Chap. 
ter I give the Reader a very neceſſary and uſefull Diſtin- 
Rion concerning the formal reaſon of Perſonality, in re- 
ference not only to Finite Perſons, but to the Divine Per- 
{ons. 

My third Chapter enquires how far a Prius and Pofteri- 
us may be admitted in the Trinity ; whether Self-Conſci- 
ouſneſs be a perſonal A 2 explains at large that Subtlety 
of the Schools concerning the relative Perſonality of the 
Divine Perſons, and ſhews the Animadverter's great mi- 
ſtakes therein ; as alſo that Qyeſtion of the number of the 
Divine Perſons, why we believe a Trinity neither more 
nor fewer? As alſo that difficult Problem concerning the 
Singularity or Plurality of the Predication of any Attribute 
concerning the Divine Perſons, where I firſt give the Pre-- 
dications themſelves, which are to be folv'd, and ſhew 
the Inſufficiency of the Schoolmen's Solutions trom the 
Diſtinction of eſſential and perſonal Attributes, from the 
Diſtintion of Nouns Subſtantive and Nouns Adjective, 


from an abſolute and relative Predicate. Laſtly, I lay. 


down the true rule my ſelf, which at perſent I only vin 
dicate from a Miſ-intcrpretation of the Schoolmen by 


diſtinguiſhing betwixt the Articles of the Unity of God 


and | 


upon the Vindication of the 'Trinity, &c. 


and the Unity of the Trinity, which the Schoolmen con- 
found. 

My fourth Chapter treats of the import of the'e Phra- 
ſes, viz. Three infinite Minds, three Gods, three Sub- 
ſtances, one infinite Mind, one God, and how far they 
are allowed or diſallowed in ſpeaking of the Trinity ; of 
the Animadverter's Anſwer to the Objection of \ Poly- 
theiſm from the Phraſe of three Divine Perfons *. and oc- 
caſionally of the Notion of the Unity of God, and of the 
Appropriation of the title of Only True God to the Perſon 
of the Father, and of his being ſtiled the Fountain of the 
Divinity. 

My fifth Chapter is chiefly Hiſtorical of the Opinion of 
the Ancients, whether they believed the Divine Perſons 
to be three intelligent Beings 2 Of the import of that Phraſe, 
that the Son 1s the ſubſtantial WORD and Wiſdom of 
the Father, of the Particle OF in this Myſtery, and occaſi- 
onally I give an anſwer to the Socinian Objeftion from 
the Phraſe of three Divine Perſons, and enquire whether 
the ſame Wiſdom can be both begotten and unbegotten ? 

My fixth Chapter treats of what is Fundamental in this 
Myſtery, of the different Hypotheſes of explaining the 
Unity of the Trinity, of the Blaſphemy of the Modern So- 


, cinians compared with their Predeceſſors ; of the hiſtorical 


Truth of Petavius and Dr. Cudworth's Aſſertion, that the 
ſpecifick Unity of the Trinity was embraced by the Ni- 
cene Fathers, which I largely vindicate againſt the Ani- 
madverter's Exceptions : the ſame diſcuſſed problematt- 
cally betwixt the Animadverter and my felf;, Whether a 
Specifick Unity of the Trinity and a Numerical Unity were 
in the judgment of the Ancients inconſiſtent 2? Why Philopo- 
ms and his Followers were called Tritheit Hereticks? 

My laſt Chapter treats of Z6. 1. 3. Whether that place 
was the Warrant of the Phraſe of three Perſons or three 
Hypoſtaſes? Of the Divine Perſonalities, according to 
& the 
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lative Subſiſtence and a ſubſiſting Relation. 


which I leave to the Reader's own Obſervarion, 


{ult the Schoolmen themſelves. 


35- 


the Schoolmen, of the Senſe of Te 473; 3 55724252; to the 
Ancients, of Cajetar's calling the Trinity one Sup poſitum; 
of cſſential and perſonal Acts according to the Schoolmen, 
Whether there arc true Modes in God? Ot the Inſuffici- 
ency of three Modes to explain the Trinity, Whether the 
Divine Perſons differ modally or really > Of three diffe- 
rent Species of Sabellianiſm ; Of the Diſtinction of a Re- 


There are ſeveral other material Enquiries in the Ex- 
plication of theſe, and others which are leſs material, 


This, I hope, I nay fay of this preſent Eſſay, that 
there are very few of the materia] Diſputes of the School- 
men concerning this Article of the Trinity, which the 
Reader will not find either explained in this Eſſay, or at 
leaſt a ſufficicot Key given to him, who {hall defire to con- 


The many and great miſtakes of the Animadverter con- 
vinced me of the Ulſcfulneſs of ſuch an Explication ; he 
often ſwallowed without chewing, what they ſtrained ve- 
ry hard to bclieve, and at other tunes ſheltercd himſelf un- 
der their Name and Authority, when his opinion was 
contradictorily oppoſite to theirs, and which is more, fors 
got or omitted the principal and moſt material Enquiryin 
this Article of the Trinity, viz. What the three Divine 
Perſons are, that is, What Suppoſetum, Perſona, Hypoſta 
ſis ſignifies, when theie terms are predicated plurally of 
the Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt. The Animadverter de- 
Anim. &«. p. fines Suppoſitum in the ſingular number, Sub/tantia ſingulas 
ris completa per /c ſub/i/tens, but this according to the A- 
nimadverter only increaſes the: Difficulty, 1ince he dare 
not deny a Multiplication of the Definitum, of Suppoſitum. 
He cannot deny, that there are rza ſuppoſita in the Trinity, 
vet with earneltneſs he contends that the Detinition can- 
not be muiriplicd, that there are not zres ſub/tantie Jong 
ares 


upon the Vindication of the "Trinity, 8c. 


hares complete per ſe ſubſiſtentes in the Trinity ; but how 
unſatisfactory loever the Scholaſtick Subtleties in this Ar- 
ticle appear to me, I am ſatisfied, r'1at I had contented my 
ſelf with a private Propoſal of my Hypotheſis to ſome of 
my Friends, if the unmea(ſurable Blaſphemy, and boaſting 
of our Socinian Writers had not over-perſwaded me. 

I plainly ſaw that nine parts in ten of the Objections 
of the Socinians. are not levelled againſt the Fundamental 
Truth of this Article, the true Divinity of each ſingle 
Perſon and their real Diſtinction, but againſt the particu- 
jar Hypotheſis ofthe Schools, the Singularity of the com- 
mon Divine Eſſence; theſe Objetions are of no force a- 
gainſt the Nicene Hyporhelis, and therefore we meet not 
with them in the Writings of the Ancients, of the moſt 
learned Detenders of the Orthodox Faith againſt the A- 
rIAans. 

The Sophiſtry of thoſe few Socinian ObjeRions, which 
remain, appeared no leſs evident to me ; and I doubted 
not by God's Grace to be able to make them appear ſo to 
any unprejudiced Reader, that 1s, I doubted not by God's 


- Aſſiſtance ſatisfactorily to any unbyaſs'd Perſon to recon-- . 


cile the Nicene Hypotheſis, and the Article of the Unity 
of God. 

I was fully perſwaded, that I could clearly anſwer all 
the Socinian Harangues of Nonlenſe and Contradiction, 
which they ſo confidently charge upon this Article of the 
Trinity, and thereby reduce the debate to this ſingle Que- 
ſtion, Whether the Article be revealed or not ? 

TI& Article of the Trinity will (tiJl be a Myſtery, that 
iS, it will ſtill be unfathomable to us, Why there were a 
Trinity ot Divine Perſons neither more nor fewer? How 
God an immaterial Spirit can generate or beget a Son ? 
Why but one Son? Why the Holy Spirit is not alſo a 
Son 2 Wherein his Procetiion differs from Filiation 2? 


The 
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"The Oeconomy alſo of the Divine Perſons will be a 
Myſtery ; How Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt concurreq 
to the Creation of the Word ? In what manner they joint- 
ly acted in the natural Kingdom of Providence > How they 
will govern after the ſurrender of the mediatorial King- 
dom of the Son of God ? 

In theſe, and the like Queſtions did the Ancient Fathers 
place the Myſtery of this ſacred Article; in theſe the 
Nicene Hypotheſis, that I mean, which I propoſe as the 
Nicene Hypotheſis, ſtill places an unſearchable Myſtery. 

The Schoolmen can decide you theſe with the greateſt 
eaſe, if you believe them, with the greateſt exaQneſs; but 
then inſtead of theſe which they pretend to ſolve, they 
have given us many others ten times more difficult. 

Theſe Myſteries claim expreſs Revelation for their 
Foundation, viz. That God has an only begotten Son and 
2 Bleſſed Spirit proceeding from him ; That God the Fa- 
ther made the Worlds, That the Son laid the Foundati- 
ons of the Earth, That the Spirit-moved upon the Face of 
the Waters at the Creation. For theſe we havethe Autho- 
rity of the Ancient Fathers, theſe are manifeſtly Difficul- 
ties only in the Modus, we cannot indeed tell how they 
can be, nor can the Socinians prove that they cannot be. 
And1I hope, theſe great Adorers of Reaſon, the Socinians, 
will eſteem God's Word a ſufficient proof for an Article of 
Faith, againſt which they have no ſolid Objeftion ; at 
_ leaſt, T preſume, they will pardon the Orthodox, if they 
take not the Myſteriouſneſs of an Article, for an ObjeQion 
againſt the truth of it ; but this will be more proper, when 
I have finiſhed my Second Part. which relates to the Arti- 
cleof the Unityof God, which if God grant Life and Health 
and Ability ſhall be performed with all convenient ſpeed. 
To God the Father Almighty, and his Eternal Son, and ever 
Bleſſed Spirit, be all Honour, Praiſe, Glory, Dominion and 
Power, now, henceforth. and for evermore, Amen. 
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